


Institutional Archive of the Naval Postgraduate School 





Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive 
DSpace Repository 


Theses and Dissertations 1. Thesis and Dissertation Collection, all items 


1986-12 


Roles, Strategies, and program bugeting 
within the operations and maintenance, Navy 
appropriation account. 


Housley, Jack B. 


http://ndl.handle.net/10945/22083 


This publication is a work of the U.S. Government as defined in Title 17, United 
States Code, Section 101. Copyright protection is not available for this work in the 
United States. 


Downloaded from NPS Archive: Calhoun 


Calhoun is the Naval Postgraduate School's public access digital repository for 
| (8 D U DLEY research materials and institutional publications created by the NPS community. 
«ist Ser Calhoun is named for Professor of Mathematics Guy K. Calhoun, NPS's first 


NY KNOX appointed — and published -- scholarly author. 

ies) LIBRARY Dudley Knox Library / Naval Postgraduate School 

411 Dyer Road / 1 University Circle 
Monterey, California USA 93943 





http://www.nps.edu/library 


or 


at 


ri 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































ae are a ee by eae Pi Peary. aye ry USE I Leaps Py aH 
& 7 ten r "0 ee | Ret i. Pure " 4 eae ete mea pega TS nn ae Prat ht ret is x 
J LJ - vad ra , 
, : : H a ar Hn 5 pf y PLS Tee Oo aN an Cine arf eA yy , ae at Prete ‘ rity " Ser heii MTCC ie 
A ae one ry £ 7 be oy i y 7 ie 7 re 
er A ‘ na 4 ny H rts ee ae Corer i) Bt ed KUaS A Sar ovr: Pe sir 
Me y D ¥ ‘ko u LAs re a LET } 4a MA NT Ne re bere pares oi “ts i ere aD Aerais 
f fn 1 , | ‘ww nth Bs sai of be 4 SAieu er OS Ce A MJ eae rm perverse a lee A 
oa on . ‘ . F = F HM ag beets a Sy 43 tees h ve ery ager Oe oe ws te eer Tra Hoe ts 
P ri i) ? Loe f : : ee Hane A Na et th o wa Twp Perr ee Se ce tafe © $ be) 
ry ‘ a mt 4 ree | 5 4 a he i - ra ' 4¢a, Wa 
ine 1 Og el ae One es aD Ce ka rT win eo 2ae moe 2 iy eo A t ay ona Be i 
Drees os ran ‘ fe 1g iy 14 : ae Et ae i 7 ea are A batters eG a ay by hapa oeede-tote 
D 1, ' OD ' i pia *e’r fut im ibs 4448 iy cs ne asc 7 Pen we es Ye ee) Cre eh 
ra 0 Pr an A ee Ls , r| a r Bit s Ney EA recagagsenis SL ad eel ee 
' ' a J FI Cites 1 A ran ae | P] ot o i, owt) Cry ee mn oe . tay Rt Hy POL a ae DN yee crt Cae 
ye ! yy ot =) Der ; ; Cr RPM ates ees ae nv ACEO SCE Ee Cte 
a) 4 AR Aa es p piu ie 4 rer : ihet Poe ak arnt Pir Sr ey A ie ete Orin ® Tretia 
f A n PY dec halle! De ey F a ae td ri ® i ey ie oe WT me TEAR Tr Ye a 
1 u U ris H i me 1 ‘ 4 I F H a Th Aa le Dry: Bb oy mals a nye ween a $44 OMe 
U a ry e 2 i J ay us i a a) se A ee f. "35 Wie een eee Ca) it ee ey Lema es et ee ary bn bg orton ty * 2 
2 o " A rap A , 4 ran a re ae Ca ae a re ns a Pa Was heey a ee . mitre Preece eT rt 
4 : "aan PL Age ari Mage eis ge T te oF i Peer ery geste ; fe A ” are bearer re war ” 
a - Pr ae ' ¥ i P {” » u s ma ree a 8 pig's De Ce way re ae 1 BO: ye i “e Pere eee tt come etd Pin 
1 ° 4 7 é A " ’ a a 4 aa) mer sy RS pep bien Pree > ee ae Peete rt es AR ater aaa eG eckla haben n 
f pe! J 5 fo. no ae er ae | Oe A Oa er 1 i eae riety Wee » Pn GL Ed at ie) Ap Pee Vertes] 
= 1 3 Or ar) } ri ei) a a) Pr Ay ry Sead Toh ed a ee Sy Bete aris: a Pe PE 
p , ' F ne eis ee AU Cy * eee CO es TORIC Ay Eve Te ee St Tod 
L : s 4 "sy a ee ae Care Fi ’ er ; Bre york dys Lite Oe ae ore) 
a ‘ rary rye rh by H ; ad aan ie PL eT) A Ol aay 4 ay A Sirf Pe ety cy 
ee fe ut f emereeet Wits tpn Von yee ok N Are afin d te ul ror EA Sa TE ie Wea #69 3 Met sp 
o 5 o4 ee hd) ean: ry, 5 o ereynors AY? Sek PPT Ea NRA Ng rig)! nae Peet tet a4) Ld acae 
i C 7 ' i 5 t ’ as's fy eae) rar a, f/> hy age Dante a tery) te rh r a, k ane Ba brb, tt Vary TU ae Le 
F A Cie , Paar ree Chace D re ee OY Li rer eT y raysas Pa as. 'Y na La 
f ; FS y oon cea r D a Ae i Wey ars Ra Dae Fo mee teres Ay i Prey a he Serer 
’ . f Fi i ya ¢ ae eer) sas ee 4, etd ot Mts “ing %, ASW oe j oe Nae wees ves 
A Gir F . ow ay . y rar ae RAE ae) 5 ‘ Le abe “Pt! ¢ Varatt ass rrgetg pte Lee ce 7 ONC n es 
1 * o , FS 5 f Prd Ti a} Ve Crt. me ¥ te ren’ se, ar a ‘aa Sie Ch OM | tec Pio 
ar] : rn “ " ns a4 BS fat F f 1 - aa erat er rae Pv ae TEs > a & 4s news 4 it be Crees e B afere® 
' Oo aan ' ' et. 1 ni a v 4 Pr t q tfaya ar te a ee, 4 ,) Lee marry i A Af 97 F J ore ey te chy ee A Cry Pet ere Filer 4 (iver 
1s i , : F F oe ah, va | ead aan a h ne as be! ae ey ron ese Ae mY raped Ree ‘ae Sone hae race ried ety 
i Py i ‘ ' o F yee mane} 1 p Carn Lames | ” i Pe) i } ge it 5 S Py ali 
‘i rie a : F ; , . eas F aos ry rh t - ar oe He Soe (2 a Sean e 4g gece Nana eae 7 Tog ‘PD ett. ea xt Py A hb Ste Racy Sp aray 
4 ? 4 L a Ll | P LS { Sia of 
5 i en ec sr ; Fy , Ronee : ae ee. aoe tare oN arart Pha he 7 AY * ‘ Lae or Tae Hr 1a <a ve nue Sa) ara 
' n ny 4 2 i U r usd@ Ate e i . F HN : eh i ; Prete ty wo dare ir 
A F a Sa ater } 1 Gt koe nr ea ah " Pattie tee bb len 4 fe aN rit wat bey! fare, 
oo - ra 5 a) eee FO Aare Ry 1, eats ‘wa aN in, yk: ae te Ph ye) wrk 7 a " 
. F i be | 5 $ ? a \3 H e read 4 i: 5 kote a be ! 
F o } as : a m os t a 5 ca ed ad 1 mi ia He a Ae te ay aren ae ae fi et Ph So as FB eae 
! aa “e ath Se es a" 3 ie Le eae ete) Dire eg a4 ray Spit i Qh; rede ca Neen | 
n fa Foie ey, H r' 24 J SJ awa eke 1 dae r rere Ht a. a SY cS a coast P Dt i re aon 
Fy Py Je) a a ei ‘ afd °,% re Les eae a 
; te yen ae 7 My hee Se a Rage leo aes 755 Hye ens 
; Bear : Pe OE A Bry ee CRTs earn eat . (3 
4 . " Sd 4 the “ 
Pe : F P f ; } ; a J ' Pe ‘ 4 PON eeE Aa"yn 1 oan ae ' a Ack et th by - vs 
F Fs : A , it o r J TD ‘ Re Pa aris MOST tee AT 
Fi oo 5 7 sO we sh ; Ri eae by ght ata one eG: ra ee ee ahi ely Bar naar Fah 4 
: , yr a - 5 Fo aol neg ts 5 Shang Pee gti he eae regs Noho a 
. 5 or Pr ol aL r . Fasc &® 4 iE ter +" ey ie a ae ey a PTT 
A F F n . ns " a aan aN aa av. ay area es Tee pe neta ee at 
a « , y D \ 5 ii oro ran 
Uae 94 ah nthe le oe. Ae ee ? 4 Lb Ee A ry y ft A at nh Oh ede 1 ait Bat id ae an Peart ea be DP eE era Tin atte Aguas 
o an) a 4 Uy Fi re eu ie cathe Haare he be 5 4 - Serr a AE By rhs 3H er Ti A: yi eiee tk ere oY) rats 
: ? Pa A (htt : F) i - yey ar) . wad Pee hu ee: F € 4,2 FY A ee ALG “ He ey * pe bend ah Oe OE ee) Pot ha A Cm 
A = F ay , 5 ee % 4 b ‘ reer ere ar ; fala fos TY ce kick a roe ae Si UM: 5 a 
rf if Aer " Fl ee) A A 1 5 , a, tek ry a a Ah te a ny aX bi ven i ep “th Pity a wee ue oA 3h ah 14 p) 
rt bd i % r Sn 7 % é #agure Wate ‘ ras 
+e ; Cc 2 Oe A iy Pa = Pc & nL re ae Tyee r A oY on any) ee fog hath rary Ca 7] a Rear tah 
A y } Li) age s ys os dey 4 oe eae ae Pent eit es APC a ay 4 an Wii} 
a 7 | “3 F . eck P td a ; rf a q a rons Al ma py rm coe ete mess awry ed $8 83 fet] “ Ptah eae Ph : 
ef ° . ' Las rd J eed @ . 
* Shir ae es 8 : oar rt i , Ty ee or hah rH aon ash PC ah Reena itt ree tity A eas * ‘ Perens an oy 
D A fe ie . » t Pay r J ay as SLi 
ne Jerr DS Meret ae, Gr nets n “aa iF an 0% 1] a eyes wens oy Roa ak 5 TORR ut aa Me Sepa ayaa at H he ** Cass Shadi, 
"y A ry r rear O 5 wy ‘ ss wey Pye roe ere Sak ral ah) ; , Mo MRA Ats fh 
a | r A Cy Ser Or fOr o fo a f A 4 ee ih As 1 x i Pera yTicc 3 pau ate Le 
P F ‘ re i as 5 +h Cee " reer ae SF J a bX Pay: es BEES re 
f ‘ Te! ARRROS 3 rt saat ries aC a vein ae me AE? Lf oa pa bk aad a 
a | : ' , So ?  Weaeene Nik ' O oa | ' Pt ne ree on ea var 
' a 1 & « 7 4 $ i beth) sl re iz 
Toes - F F ar) - ze , o 8 ‘i on } a vies B Putney Sve xp L 
prreree,  L of * nd He ae He ATT H MN tek Seta 6 1 WEN 
Fi Choe F Oe F a Pee are ra pied Pe eee te re 
: y A ae 4 rete ‘7 be Pag get a vs J 
Fi Freie F 1 @, Sha = Howe - ; pL ay on Riel Beate oe ree ree Sood ne 
. cao F ae CLA ee, a "4 ees i bs Chi ata ara iee ecdtt ie es eae ta See ies & su 
. 1 aa) W he bt ar ay at < Ls ay a dee ae 2 
' ts Pp ry n a fee Oe a ae Dacre + Pics ao Ab] 
Pe : nts : ; ace NC AS a merit ne 
r ‘ 2 ar Fy ? aA cre te Pri teen ss Pers A at hee URLs “tt 7 
1 aaeee le a f 3° , vat uA ae tk the aes 
' o AU a a - , rr yeah ot, me RAN CAC Co Ge tha 
' Pr Pa hd . . 1 A n rey ni yee lS ° aah ; Pied duty ae sk Cees ; im 
Py Cae ar] a er Cd ey Aaa Sy Ait By, A ca a Mio be be § Fi roe 
ry . ae a p a Fi PrN os orn A ee Paty ree oT a wh et 
z 4 - p PS re OL CT DE Sat wv ; uns ‘ Ca Wa 1 a ed ga 
4 oe an 5 F Prd eee is 
5 ' Pe ne he Pree a tol Sy Ce :f aha zy: Rreetyen SA bebe Ab ala othe 
P ° . * A e 1 . . al re un La tg Si 
; » ri hi ; , Pe ai ; , rts cat Ae ay Pa rere aa % 
s : ° ‘ oy he é A cer , s . nae a Tt iz 
n . a 4 Pi Le er oa Ley Ye ae a Pee a ced ee <a Os 
*4 ni } F , eet me. » : an is 1 Wr. ah Yee Pe 
o ‘ ‘ q ? an P - ‘ CP es 2 il) Lr Pane Wed a rt i ie Pe n° ary a 
Pi ] j A at ee! ‘ p s . i rtrd 
D bs c I a | | iy ra 4 eke a a5 ae 
i A FI ne Ca i ret wh nt ores We 
ie ry ae sun J a ried gl Sona 
f Pa) x 4 5 ~ tamer ha ir 
i iu mid 1 ae 2 1 ‘ a Pan ee rh 
A ' a7 J 7 ty 
oe bar) Fi y ‘ace eee LL ee : 
Pl ‘ i Pan F , ae 3 ae bet aa 
a : te ‘ C7 oA A ‘i oa m1 4 F Us rh 7 gol alt shyt 
ane 5 . Py 
DAL peu 
ry ' H 
Car : Ly re 
! cf 
ad ’ LJ C3 ' 
A Teg 
. a7 7 
r F t+ 
1 Py ' ny a ’ 
7 pf wos 
1 Py . ¥ n Lee 
A = Pea 
. fl 7 Ph 
Cae f a 
Pl al i ar 4 
7 ; ar i ro 
ry | Pa] Py o va 
pI n F es 
. rT ‘ é * 
* rf BS i P 
1 U s 
i , pel 
oo 
Pi ar) Gael . i . ae 
. i eee 4 
a . A es ten 
D ‘ ch “a a Pi LF lite 
‘ Cie iat ri r Perry 
A ; P A ‘ 
. . by ’ o = 
; A a D iu iss 4h 
bd s ad 1 F ri | P . rt 
‘rn oe Hl *, ae | tr she, a 6 : bat teu a 
er .d ‘ ‘ f eet f a oe ’ Par ad o ea Bs 
D D 1? aC r a Hy Pods Lae cS 
'‘ 1 ' 1 A Cr | F. cm | U be ef * Ss J > A ir) 4 
_ Se eee fe ere ee FF 5 re as Breas ees ot 
5 r) Pe oan ve Cr ot ae ee) STC a Pe De 7 PLA m3 Tye tH OR ews 
' , Lie rit Carne ed r > s a a at ey avy sef-f a 
Fi ra) f Pree Fi i ; aes f 7 ee a tS 
ay ia Aud , ey iS a eer te “ate! 
Paes H i 2 Pe 4 A ra 
ee. ; i. ST CI Bi ae a SS ae 
¢ Pies lt) taste ee Pret eda tia ig pra Pate 
5 . roe p rt te aids “is ww Arye etek * ge 
pei. , “oe BEET ays erg et Ce Py: 
a Md - u Fs ~ rit C ie LAL 
a aa) be ane ' * Pees opera any fool 
& ° . BF pee ares Pues Pies bare 
’ ’ ° ry ' tin ee ae Se 4 Ogle 
- ay rr Th eo Die i eae eet Se aed 
pe pie eel fe ie ns B eel rie Pee TY Poet 
; : Bo be tld tie oP , a ete eae te byl ore 
. ’ . ” CART ie} . 1 ff a) Cre ee eee ae x$ 
if ‘ Bt ame ; ey Hae Eee re pd ie ty 
r Pa” on | ga estes a pt a hala ae 
' . 4, Oe rh ai eth os ert Li. oo OE a ne ae 
oe an) a vioiee rh et Sr nce eet ed reed rid ieee ee : 
te # EAS Spee en ae ay Petree oth: ph ey Berea oe Lat 
_ t ‘ 290 pik ii epee re Pye ee te eae ot vera ea #E b 
‘ tea i he ghb-or oll mas aay Fe AEA Pee cae ace Ee ag sey 
See PARR LE cet aMe aH Ae etee oie teeta ee 
. A A tae SP Tae bi Leta re ad co 
' ca 5 Rie aeer 4 iia es oe i ie Pitt oes ee (4 a qa a4! Ee ete cea arp hi 
Dy ane, J Py D 4 fi = 3 
Tae a c I gh ca acta phe tar ait 36: Pera etoe RRC Hep ee err bet eet tee hal 
4 hi pg ee Mer sa Sruinees be i ia MU Cue Cr a ah nL Et 
7 Seo Ae ¥ bes a Gf 2.8 prem these (A> seisie xt Sle BaD ig NOAA eet eT ete eae ake he 
Pa D é 2 A, Thal Pal Pde Rae an dodo oheted nye freee beri? Ak Pda a die ih dalle oa ‘hee 
aT gl’ LJ . ste Ff e Lr L Lah er u : aime! ea at a Cee eS Haak Cr . DAD rh Fi fae 7 POSE mee bat bt OMS Uae bs Tg ito 
Fi ; t 3 + s oh a + A ry oN ier Fa fy a Pane Lhe PR ay FB gtcee SLT i, f Be me! fa bbe Me eh La Pragbeaiete 30g, aro Pyee nt ae oe on 
ia ear Meee, LRU Desay 1) Ue er See a5! OG en ee sur? 3 va a rm HEV doe 79,9199 Pe Aa et, me oe eeadt a WS ae apveinad aes “4 A a Srey i atata vitae Peter tn bid ile ake 
FY D . r Cu rin c By ny eer eee 1 ot ai % a Se Cie iy we Cha taal Pens Beier adc ee ot i ry) : wiser ee cel Paki? Ti a ie a a ee Le oe ia 
vr oO re | * oo4 f 1 1 ee rs ee ee a) *4 1. Or ; Sot UMC Shae bid ae) kd CC er ¥ ‘foleaa ped pei din Ae Prt ape} a ieee Ce url aa ad nae Behn teks ie py ips ps rh a 
' . cr f on? a e 1 7 TR ad io foe 1h oP 4 s ly ews Oy : u fis oe ey Peer erat a Oa a 
a ie i, ' P " cae a As 4 hie = i att A Bae ab (elie caning art Aas eis greed pte Te ta ot oh aS. evee ee 7 freie: . hin “> SHER Rene Ue rie 
Chee . o cores rf me oO n ‘ ‘ ; ; ‘ f ‘ par P og ah tga! ae Rip sige AP yr ge yg eet 
" 5 oe nanlec rer LS: , yaar ‘ - Mares aye demas s atti fere meee es at He [pcre oa PD a ae Pate at | Pritts ite ee alee saad ee bp 
rie | ‘ rm é uy Fy 3, P ru ee fe 1 uae) Pon a rea Oh Pe] N rhe. rere aad oo) res ia nel g Le tot; Ff red otek e fat et oro fe ot 7 i yy 
D oer) ME fp Wai he ste 3 ot wes ee ean pa aed 2 ae Eres! poaiia'ia ieee: * a py" ee aa Prete a Te at geben Hom a8 gang 
tee vet O i D oe ro ot: ¢ or PO RA ag eal ye iespietields Ohi pach kd FO Pat eer er te Pekan ea! ce ne nratane hgh zh lng be 
r oak ry , - D wad 7 A i iy d if oo a pe eh we view 
. a <a gt , td xe f % hi Od ranoty Eaedle badaett be ek ie te ed FA ayy OE on ps 
U oe B Ln er al ie fie F P ; $? $ UF ue te i yaks Be P bb ie nike we Re eT ee eee: erp ies er eit en pape ge My sited vag Benet tis a Fad RAD od ae te ich vibra oot Priest 
er F : ae aA Pee eae Pee ree ad Ty sah » ih a heed Brel leas BEBO eer cert oar ot ae et ts erate gad (slg raat eR arte a iat a ad APO S 
. Py ee Fy P Mae as atiPa-at * a ee Se Seo F zs 7 ey rl vows a 
o an] Toe is s & $3 ar rr ' Age aio OP ot ce as ae ‘ eA ar ca a LAL ita eri Air | itr at TH pre Pe bp cle a oe iho PLA ph py he | Ptr aed kan qi bi fie iF gh Pk Me eeai if tite oe eas ed pero Sine a ar of 3¢ ae 
A * a aol ree "| Ne Se ne Lt Ya | 0 4 Se awe A ie oP Tae eee | ha cht fob ir ahaa Finches tg pee ig pf oa ok ave ny Cicer i ba. + Were clscush igs Thee ida pape 
iD Ui , A U o * Sg ee 5 Rd a ky a) ao) pif rely ty Dg rd se asi i a a nepp Id es Mastd ce ee Wee 4 ‘ ares ALM td toate easter ae ae ro Pr oer anata Ses oad? i. 
4 Wong ri i] rat is e i e “oy Jee s ba ad a bd we IP a ak ad a me iy ae 5 Pt} ote: Sad Sle oD ia 
o one = pat Po eee ee a es P + q id eC ee Sr | e ta ot fe at ied y gre iD ae ee ae i Be Bd part ee Pe in aa ed + Piittad era Dee ine eae i Pietra ners per coe Bl) a Fd 
remem Sole rs ; , eee ie A ig 1 . en ee € Ce ee all Ll unos oy WH edesqeeruras an. ik PEAT RRt an ot pobre. pes rata ad te ’ A ate eas eit mE Eee en Lan Pi ies ol PE 
ar cr | Le er aoe iat er ye e wt pe #4 £8 Yo" p08 49 = geysey erty a 3 UR ah I 5 ’ 4 ene passe 2 eer ae ros re 
= PT re i aC TT Oh yoo SR er ath SR RSE ax ea etd sn eer ek aha a at ea near kite tier 
iY v ee Cee : $y 8 Seen sn) fey eet ss a ci 3 PP aii it a i? ‘Cpa é rs PPro. “Ad a aot eee ase te Cia ek dae \ plppege p 
i eee. Le * ry Pan 3 ad: er Seva Tere, a ’ rT Le irs Vi eta ra PP Le St 2 ad oe ot} oak “st ti we a aweydet ps a a shal 2 4 5 Ce Pal) Ceo ee St are a ey 
5 ry ’ yo tata U f ’ a} Ae Fh t P Dated Pe Ca ae ‘ a %*. 4a cot nr ie *, eae eee a cere stds Pl pss te 7 py a Re aie a acer He ieee ern BS ae ie Sat Ps 
F p ‘ fl 4, - Ore nd cays TT * #8 =| ¥ rir) ‘ A Vier ie a ee eres re 
vo. dou 5 ae ” © ee i‘ ee r Pe te an ar} ra Cae earl ey Tees ri ra 'S eee HS a tte Mee 5 fey «cals bly 9 if ie eB ocnre teerbea US pel cal Te cers rope Pe ea Ee 
4 t ra a | 5 i nT a ae hal Perea ‘4 “Ee Ed pee oy si ci 7 A ul a Fs of -f D = rer TwLerey ALPS 
o Ls Y an a a : area ee ia AF ; ig — Ca Ty ot 2 a) AB Wiel oh eb ne Age Sait aH ie oe be aed ieee ee fngai et oes i Peet: pee) Cpe sriry Moke 
7 A F A ‘ p ona he Ce Pots 6 ey pps ts PCa on Paes LAr iirc dlee bed See See papi bh de > ty Veet thant eek tohe ee BS PPR re tes 
: es - . a ee ah NBN a M oe £ rep viseial a) H ete etic oate eaenaratiet di wr as eae ir Gh as tr Pa alg oe roe Ry ely ie, 
5 ys - € Pe ul) Dale Midi ° 4 = gat. : Ss ms i * Hynt ge t ia] i 
i ee MAMPI renee rete tar pete ae iarias Regee istorii us Mane ari sled eT ES tee EE 
U OD LJ . ' io oI se A oe a bee eld " 1 dt aaa 4h! tid Piste er mae ae pa 5 wate’ adds pa ILS ot be de es gly rare pt 9 8 Fatt ta cates ee Felco 
ied ee GE can car i le): ee fe a) at pepe Piet LIT ot Se A ed u rte Pe ba J og. ah oa ese Ed] Bah Sila Me yuk Pte Pe ‘ets Faia ge ee edt So ok eh 
Fi A ree et ee | i Poy Fa Str abe eee Otek Le PRED 64, fy " Peper att Loe ke Papp Porte ayes Sear lad) Gag pea pee ee A Niet ar faa, 
oe F =e Ieee MU tae F Premera OE Re A A a Be Re a pag mpd Sas bit fh a ae upie tet He neteh Soy Dae E08 0k RO 
D ra an F , ra : ; e ore a ev) Sad al Le FeeeTy Perle shtose p po a el bah 2 py ed Os retake Me eer erat Pee ke pat ota ee aot oe S Erie 
PE OMe ac) Ue tee c na : go Fr OR Oh ar a et Rees TEER ee iT pag n lit fatal Lapeer payee! nahh abel sey) a0; Reb bahe fast pith ne poate 
e es ee fees’ PE er rare elit LAE ae enaraeenaen city PIT toe spn SAS ROLE AIL et det Ra ee Sc 
ny i rt ry F of ‘ Py Pe Le ee ae Pe td tie i F wv DP eal TF 
ee ee naar Papin bet ab Uy ae ee ela! it RROD Cn a ear t 
U Pa: iy iin! ; abet i I Pod A vy Fees by, mor Lhe 1 oli ‘ ae Ad siete he eel Deer | 
. : H aa) c ee p G3 408 on Fite 5 eae od ns Pe Per E MLL. Bs P98 (5 iy ae Mien ls ase eta ne tay Arh Hi od 26 teh aa i Laon MONG Sipetotey edie barees eee ete ti 7 
fl hea P i 7 A rH ou F } me oe oe : row Pe an ra Pa we Le re ear Ca Le a Sth Se bed oh eh Aaa a pda ab en ves ay Hey ee rere eae) % Or REET pe 
we bas 1 oa Fi es we we tat a 8 Gg ome. 8 Wa ote ae yrds ae eeu He re Cry a ay aan cect iY Lh foal pb pres Satta f 0 Beeman ph daha F8 ah ke at f 
Pet e ae f >, r) i 5). Ste ins Ae OM ee CO Ck PI LL Tt co ae Se eek a BORN J: ll PRA Saar Aya E) ea riae pe er sre rie Sree nr et) eet pee phen a thet etre 
ae. re we Use A Cee cireruee eT Spain oe sonra Neate atts Rater PRR IE TR SC Bone SE 
Pa . 8 D r Fy ae S tt er Pie on ot be ee @ oa ie rls Ch et pe Cit x bs 0 b Pe te ed) ir a i 
4 fl Alicea A he aw UG Aa 4 F er ah = - A Or a TA aca aye Can} v9 spat ee, 7 sep ie pare! C apie ip pe hat oN ft tenet Gp Se ees eres a afeontey 
re crt sy, BAe as re ees er “ i 4 eure RM at ok Me ee ies Lisle ke The ad ee de am qrtere cad cog bab) add ripe d| iy ee Wt Pate Ph phe ao rey at st a ee ee 
. rhs ’ a E A 4 r iti uy Ye et rr inens co he er Deen | Le PG ae tech a Ri hes ec 8 paket ae Hig PAA bade aad 2 ae shongry ‘ rear a de, hd Bh ek eft caper PES ey ate oft shpat a! Ht pi een tetas bi ate 
: ZA ae Pe ae ae hig TS Adept alem Ra a oe ae ae (ao “a cers gates shefeteind Tal telinaty oe Celene! ames eat ate. eet hk ea PE aoe Rist tk eat a a 
Z i 5 Cy i” > #a.¥ a of ha * o 0-8 bp iE nr dl eee Od iG KS Bh heeds Oy fe * Feiss bee ves oor er PW phen ws Heer i ghih Ri lah tate ee Lael 
Bn p a re aa Ateille welt eee a 1 en | ee Lk Ie Ls “ert detour ne ar hain ere Pogee eggs 2 NM eas po grEe ae D he ae ¥ pa ba shgew dt tinea sre Pl phlei teh ol 
i - 7 Fr rg 4 . Ws SS ae bo ea eee 4 ae CPE he heen ke ol eon be ie Rae =e, vere ie aon qai™ 
; ; ; - ie ea x waencin ure mi: ee A 7 th nate wre ere “, pee SRG See ae deletarerg aie eta ae pic vied ht oa Last, at eae ath Sofa aa ate ital 
C be i Fi . z r Ata [a USL we (Cet Se Pan SY ira At Me yee i ie be er a Li ” > Sel, Eph ie phe Sip og Be fd Tae arcane © ee Kk ht Lo bak ead 
ae n , Pie at ee kt See |) rg ae Pa ¥ Fad : ae rh ee yk, wd 8 ah lh ode SE iittala etd Bh ded SA tr Ps 0 : ney i egies 
A ; ms Sire et rt ae Lies hy Paes Sept a fee A Hy) AL a Ee in a tT opt Peg i aly pkey tet SRP Ae A eh tis BERT Orae 
O ° i oa i ’ f * 6 gee et wr? gu me es ts ¥ i lt hed Lis Z A Lon eophegs 5 ep UN Sars te hepa re te tate or ok ot te ke ae ee ke a) Da] 
’ t r [i ar 2 eet 4 i ' ae ' 28 ert wees. pres ref Oa zo Ore Le Fer 80h PAB) ta aller ge ul peta hoe tak LS fal Peer hte) ab 4 
me ae BE RO Ay PS Dim aye re CS eM ai IM rey eset tap ial pen fe OL Rs Cl earache pimp eer 
5 ; rf Ratio Poin TT da Ce kd al Ae ’ ‘ us 4 ty ret Pree et ed ry 
fT H . iv, . s ay Bryek al | ae “f a, ; : y Fane ae a am PY ot Let sek aed pa ih 77) PbS stig Pots babies rio dk aa Sarre Ty Bp Rie oe Mat ah lee cla et at Ae 
n Rarer abe : ro ‘ ote ae ead yo fe oA? = Bit 7s bemab etna pre ylewey breteatanes ys Reece oe , aod eee er) eee ORD tescenekat totalon tet BAL 
# 5 2 ‘ ’ ’ or a i Pe he a I he Pa } ; x H : rr FeV ERE 
a A oo. * i ©. 4 og ERS Re ee 8 2 i a Meow ae » rae ee ae ta Eas ah ai neta et Be ps an pans vars pe rr Leite ee Cote tate 
, ra “ PyHTe 16 EST GET SS BL Ie Ri a Oe bs ry, ad os Dy Pew xe oe ae Cd da a | oh afaik bal te el Pek at ee aad 
r ’' ¢& C eer wer hp Vu Leda ba igs rr ete b 3 Fa) a*ha ie ee. Dial Sag" ET OT ET ie a rr pid gi) yi é ae arene 
oe 9a ae | ae A it a a tee TBI ruta FNM OS OR ES Rl on het et itn eS 
a i ns e Pied tee te ee eras at Po 2a) 4 ‘J z bs I . re ead a 
if Ween ; De nan Rs Ac ur Sma Tn chp Midi ani wsck petit Ante RR ap aera nee eis 
eee F : a bier Wiesel 4445 wet CA ee UP ea y : FY pbs a Lae Shad nha Bdenak Reckhieieh idl? tank ok alk Mkt fe ph be ah Sebel Ki 9 
i a ote Aa H its SU p Li ie I oh ak en oa G fare a4 gee Bil bie pee BP Rae apnea 
a lie eae RM pao RR aie hath Mage, glee pete celle a Mi ope PicLens vied peatana arent 
oe ‘ hr ri} 2 Me ar all dt a 2) Pree g + § td MAG oe Px Pik lek) Wied le i 4 eet 5 Lea i rs 
, : , ty oe > te id * cs a pee ne ree er Fe at Pr Ope G OG Bee ere iid eer Pat Jag Det Peart tt ST tl eRe A al fp Ratatat atte | 
S 0 f era F a 7 eo ER Bip Rc aT my 1 clr ta ws eT oo id deh da plan i pt at Sk lt hd in A i aati fiat tp Se PT EAS ae RLM 
; ; ; f : , y STL aed irks PET aS SEC lie Pie tata Man tak oh ma, aad at Ate oe ee pera aa toes ne 
of F A eh hel ) fy | Mere: wis tue PL Ae Le a | “aed cach i A le ie Fsco2de fet EN We bo Ys Maat Psd I ae ka noes Dh th oe Paes Rae eres eee pb Ema 
et eee ieee a) Series Wl ok i ot ae wr ares re ay i tT Di het ee co or tee ree. eee oe) ee eT rho ee eT i bag sai. i TE si lolli lke elicited toh ti teh Sein Jett te aitere 








ne nm r= ~ P 
. ee z | 
> . i iG var | 








NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 


Monterey, California 





THESIS 


ROLES, STRATEGIES, AND PROGRAM 
BUDGETING 
WITHIN THE OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, 
NAVY 
APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT 


by 


Jack B. Housley 


December 1986 


Thesis Advisor Newey beeMcCat henry 





Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited 


T2 40690 





SECURITY CLASSIFIC ATION OF PHS PAGE 
REPORT 


1a REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 
UNCLASSIFIED 
2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 


2b DECLASSIFICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEOULE 


4 PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 


NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 





Naval Postgraduate School 
. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 


Monterey, California 93943-5000 


_ NAME OF FUNDING / SPONSORING 
ORGANIZATION 





_ AOORESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 


~ core 


11 TITLE (include Security Classification) 


ROLES, STRATEGIES, AND PROGRAM BUDGETING WITHIN THE OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 





12 PERSONAL AUTHOR(S) 
Housley, Jack B. 


13a TYPE OF REPORT 13b TIME COVEREO 
Master Thesis FROM 


16 SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION 


TO 


COSAT! CODES 


FIELO GROUP SUB-GROUP 


7 


6b OFFICE SYMBOL 
(if applicable) 
54 


8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 
(lf applicable) 


DOCUMENTATION PAGE 


1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS 


3 DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF REPORT 


Approved for public release; 
distribution is unlimited. 


3 MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 


7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION 






Naval Postgraduate School 


7b. ADORESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 


; Monterey, California 93943-5000 


9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 







10 SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS 


PROGRAM PROJECT 
ELEMENT NO NO 





TASK 
NO 






14 OATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) 1§ PAGE COUNT 
1986 December 48 


18 SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number) 


Budget, DON Budgeting Process, O&M,N Budgeting Roles 
and Strategies 


| ‘9 ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number) 


This thesis is an analysis of the. budgetary_roles and strategics used in the 


Department_ of the Navy 
Navy (NAVCOMPT), 
Management and Budget. 


“Department_of the Navy; Operations and Maintenance, Navy (O& 


the FY1987 Budget.’ 


The analysis of the data supplicd b 
budgetary, behavior. 


findings on DON 
more funds receive more 
NAVCOMPT are not final; 


funds: 


by Major 
Office of the Secretary of Defense ( 
The database 1s a report gencrated DiaN COMET: 


NAVCOMPT frequently restores funds it 


Claimants, Office of the Comptroller_of the 
and Office of 


,N); Review o 


NAVCOMPT suggests a. plethora of 
ese include: claimants which request 


in a claimant’s budget reques 
1as Cut; 


changes 


NAVCOMPT is just as likely to add to a budget request as to subtract, from the 


fequest; the OS =. 
claimant’s budget this year 1s last 


/OMB review has a, 
‘ear’s budget; and Claimants do not inaintain their 


definite cutting bias; the best predictor of a 


proportional share of incremental budget changes. 


20 DISTRISUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 
CINCLASSIFIEDUNLUMITEO (J SAME AS RPT. 


| 22a NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 
Petey Lt. McCaffery 


Poe See wr nae Panag nen on ene ee need ae 


DD FORM 1473, 84MaAR 





= — 








(] OTIC USERS 





a ES Bae 
be used untilexhausted 
All other editions are obsolete 


83 APRedition may 






21. ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 


UNCLASSIFIED 


226 TELEPHONE (Include Area Code) | 22¢_ OFFICE SYMBOL 
(408) 646-2554 24 Mm 





=e 





1 


WORK UNIT 
ACCESSION NC 





7 AE eae OEM SE 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE 


Approved for public release; distribution 1s unlimited. 


Roles, Strategies, and Program Budgeting 
Within the Operations and Maintenance, Navy 
Appropriation Account 


by 


Jack B. Housley 
Lieutenant, United States Navy 
B.S., University of Arizona, 1981 


Submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 


MASTER OF SCIENCE IN MANAGEMENT 


from the 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
December 1986 


ABSTRACT 


This thesis is an analysis of the budgetary roles and strategies used in the 
Department of the Navy by Major Claimants, Office of the Comptroller of the Navy 
(NAVCOMPT), Office of the Secretary of Defense, and Office of Management and 
Budget. The database is a report generated by NAVCOMPT, “Department of the 
Navy; Operations and Maintenance, Navy (O&M,N); Review of the FY1987 Budget.” 

The analysis of the data supphled by NAVCOMPT suggests a plethora of findings 
on DON budgetary behavior. These include: claimants which request more funds 
receive more funds; changes in a claimant’s budget request by NAVCOMPT are not 
final, NAVCOMPT frequently restores funds it has cut; NAVCOMPT is just as likely 
to add to a budget request as to subtract from the request; the OSD/OMB review has a 
definite cutting bias; the best predictor of a claimant’s budget this year is last year’s 
budget; and claimants do not maintain their proportional share of incremental budget 


changes. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


In 1961 Robert McNamara, then Secretary of Defense (SECDEF), introduced 
the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) in the Department of 
Defense (DOD). “The general idea is that budgetary decisions should be made by 
focusing on output categories like governmental goals, objectives, and end products 
instead of inputs like personnel, equipment, and maintenance” [Ref. I:p.186]. A 


systematic analysis of programs is necessary for effective decision-making. 


Systematic analysis ... oe) links between general values and specific 
program characteristics. It forges these links, first, by determining social 
production functions that relate program inputs to program outputs, and, 
second, by transi!ating general values into op paronany specific objectives against 
which outputs can be evaluated. [Ref. 2:p.74] 


The objective of PPBS is to enable top “civilian” management to link programs to 
money through systematic analysis. However, many writers on budget theory believe 
that PPBS cannot work. They argue that all alternatives must be investigated for all 
programs. Furthermore, all programs within the government must be compared to 
determine the best use of a budget dollar. Program budgeting’s greatest fault 1s man’s 
limited ability to make a comprehensive analysis of all the programs and alternatives 
under consideration. 

Aaron Wildavsky proposes aids to help budget reviewers analyze budgets. The 
chief aid to budget calculation 1s incrementalism, or “the largest determining factor of 
the size and content of this year’s budget is last year’s budget” [Ref. I:p.12]. 
Incrementalism is not the only budgeting strategy available to budget participants. 
Two closely related strategies are maintenance of the “base” and “fair share.” Under 
the fair share strategy a claimant ” ... will receive some proportion of funds, if any, 
which are to be increased or decreased below the base of the various governmental 
agencies” (Ref. l:p.17]. Maintaining the base 1s less of a strategy than an expectation 
that programs will be maintained close to current budget levels [Ref. I:p.17]. 

This study is based on the work that Lance Leloup and William Moreland 
conducted utilizing Department of Agriculture (DOA) data between 1946 to 1971. 


Incrementalism, maintaining the base, and fair share budgeting theories maintain that 


stability is a dominant characteristic of the budgeting process. Leloup and Moreland 
questioned the stability of the budgetary process. They studied agency budget requests 
to the DOA to determine if stability at the departmental level was hiding irregularities 
at the component stages. They found several roles and strategies used by budget 
participants not proposed by traditional budgeting theorists. 
1. Agencies do not pursue a unitary strategy of moderation in the budget process. 
2. The most assertive agencies received the largest cuts in their budget requests, 
but still came away with the most substantial, nonincremental changes in 
appropriations. 


3. The role of the DOA appears to be more oriented towards, “balancing the 
extremes” of the agencies’ requests. 


4. he role of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) emerges as one 
primarily concerned with reducing requests. Also, OMB appears to be the main 
obstacle to agency budget growth. 


5. Congress cuts large requests most severely but. large requests result in greater 
absolute growth for the requesting agency. [Ref. 3:pp.185-189] 


This study attempts to determine if the conclusions that Leloup and Moreland made 
about DOA could also be made about the Department of the Navy (DON), or if 
traditional budgeting theories more accurately describe the DON budgeting process. 

This thesis analyzes the ability of budget participants to use program budgeting 
as a rational alternative to incremental budgeting. Using data supplied by the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Navy (NAVCOMPT) for fiscal year (FY) 1987, the Operations 
and Maintenance, Navy (O&M,N) appropriations account was explored. The 
Strategies and roles used by the four major participants (Major Claimants, 
NAVCOMPT, Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and OMB) in the DON 
budget process were postulated. This thesis 1s limited due to the following two factors: 
past budget data 1s not available at the major claimant level and only the O&M,N 
account is analyzed. 

After analyzing the data supplied by NAVCOMPT, an attempt to explain the 
DON budgeting process is made by answering the following questions. Ifa claimant 
requests more funds, will it receive more funds? What effect does NAVCOMPT have 
on the budget process? Is NAVCOMPT neutral when acting on budget requests or 
does it carry out the role of moderator? Is there a definite cutting bias in the joint 
review conducted by OSD and OMB? What is the best predictor of this year’s budget 
levels? And finally, how well does incrementalism, maintaining the base, and fair share 


budgeting theories explain claimant budget changes? 


Chapter II] provides additional background on budget strategies and roles of 
budget participants, their ability to use PPBS, and a summary of the DON budget 
process. Chapter III presents the data and the study conducted to make comparisons 
of various budgeting behaviors. Chapter IV concludes the thesis with an assessment of 


the various roles and strategies used in the DON budgeting process. 


Il. BACKGROUND 


A. ROLES, STRATEGIES AND PROGRAM BUDGETING 

Major claimants, NAVCOMPT, OSD, and OMB all have responsibilities to carry 
out during the budgeting process. By adopting predictable patterns of behavior, the 
participants can limit their areas of budget responsibility. Wildavsky suggests that a 
claimant’s proper role is that of an advocate. Budget reviewers expect agencies to pad 
their budget request, while at the same time being careful not to overstate their needs 
[Ref. l:pp.21,23]. As long as claimants can be expected to ask for all they need, plus a 
little extra, the budget reviewers only have to worry about where to cut a budget 
request. Otto Davis, Michael Dempster, and Wildavsky state that OMB”... acts... 
with a cutting bias” towards all programs [Ref: 4:p.530]. These budgetary roles are 
basically the same as proposed by LeLoup and Moreland minus the departmental role 
[Ref. 3]. According to this model, NAVCOMPT should take on the departmental task 
of stabilizing the claimant’s budget requests. OMB, along with OSD, retains the role 
of budget cutter. 

Strategies are developed by budget participants to protect their interests”... 
ordinarily neglected in the political system” [Ref. l:p.173]. The process of “muddling 
through” has been proposed as a method to assist man’s limited cognitive powers in 
the budgeting process. To simplify complex decisions, muddling through suggests”... 
it 1s necessary Only to study those respects in which the proposed alternative and its 
consequences differ from the status quo” [Ref. 5:p.84]. Wildavsky has proposed other 
aids to budget calculation, in addition to incrementalism. Budget participants use past 
budget experience to modify previous consequences as necessary. Budget reviewers 
“strain at gnats” and attack only budget areas they understand. And budget officials 
“satisfice”’ by choosing not the best alternative but definitely not the worst 
[Ref. l:pp.11,12]. An expansionist strategy by a claimant is assertiveness. 
“ Assertiveness may be defined as the tendency for agencies to pursue an active strategy 
of expansion in their programs and fundings” [Ref. 3:p.182]. An assertive strategy is 
not available to all claimants. A claimant must have a continuing political mandate to 


achieve an increasing share of the budget. 


Reviewing authorities have strategies not available to claimants. Reviewing 
authorities can specialize in areas to become experts in a field, concern themselves with 
only small parts of a budget request, make marginal adjustments to existing programs, 
and realize that they will never be able to solve all the problems with a budget, so why 
try {Ref. l:pp.57-60]. 

A proponent of program budgeting can logically argue that roles and strategies 
used by budget participants are unnecessary. It should simply be decided which ends 
are to be achieved, and then the best alternative to reach the desired goal should be 


implemented. 


But budget, officials soon discover that ends are rarely agreed upon, that they 
keep changing, that possible consequences of a single policy are too numerous to 
describe, and that knowledge of the chain of consequences for other policies 1s 
but dimly perceived for most conceivable alternatives {Ref {:pp.147-148}. 


Charles Lindblom has stated that “non-incremental policy proposals are... typically 
not only politically irrelevant but also unpredictable in their consequences” 
[Ref. 5:p.85]. 

Why look beyond incrementalism to explain budgeting? Charles Schultze states 
that “while incremental decisions make up by far the largest proportion of 
governmental decisions, they do not encompass the universe of decisions” {Ref. 2:p.77]. 
Schultze and others state that incrementalism merely covers up the considerable 
variation in funding levels of programs. Incrementalism shows stability at the 
aggregate level, but fails to show the instability at the component level. 
[Refs. 2,6,3:pp.77,955&962, 180&181} 

If incrementalism does not explain the entire budgeting process, can program 
budgeting help explain the variations between program funding levels? First, what is 


program budgeting? 


The hallmarks of the program budget,... are (1) restructuring of the budget in 
terms of intermediate outputs or missions, and (2) the presentation of proposed 
costs for several years ahead. [Ref. 7:p.20] 


Program budgeting allows top-level determination of what objectives to achieve. Once 
the objectives have been chosen, low-level managers provide cost information necessary 


to achieve the objectives. Program budgeting directly associates the “ends” with the 


“means” to achieve them [Refs. 2,8,9:pp.38,25,50]. PPBS in DOD allows the nation’s 


political leaders to compare defense needs among all competing claimants. 


ine ne Poe can be summarized briefly: 12) Collect intelligence. (2) 
Appraise the threat. (c) Based on national policy, develop strategy to meet the 
threat. (d) Determine force levels to support the strategy. (e) Program weapon 
systems, manpower and ana over a pelted of “time to attain fiscally 
constrained force levels. (f) Budget annual ailocations of funds to procure men 
and materials required to carry out prograins. [Ref. 10:p.I-1] 


The defenders of PPBS point to budget analysts who are ” . . . champions of 
efficiency and effectiveness as criteria in decision making” [Ref. 2:p.101]. PPBS has 
allowed policy objectives to be coordinated into the budget cycle [Ref. 11:p.3]. David 
Novick and others state that program budgeting has allowed budget participants to use 
the old budget strategy of incrementalism to evaluate programs in a new light. PPBS 
remains incremental, but the trade-offs are based on a long range plan and are more 
comprehensive in nature [Refs. 12,13:pp.90,94]. Schultze has defended program 


budgeting as a necessary decision-making process: 


Systematic analysis, applied to program evaluation, provides - for complex social 
programs - the necessary feedback ingredient that_ justifies the incremental, 
sequential, Lewis and Clark decision-making process [Ref. 2:p.64]. 


Critics of PPBS are many and quick to point out its flaws. PPBS > 3didiimae 
change budgetary decisions in DOD to any significant degree” [Ref. I:p.195]. PPBS 
had to conform to fiscal policies which caused a significant impact on its long range 
programs. Wildavsky claims that”... only two of nine program categories used in 
the Defense Department appear to be genuine programs in the sense of pointing to end 
purposes or objectives” [Ref. 14:p.306]. Congress passes budgetary legislation by 
appropriations accounts (e.g., O&M,N) not by programs (e.g., Strategic Forces). The 
indirect association between funding and programs obscures the policy implications of 
a particular program. Therefore, ” ... program decisions {do} not imply budgetary 
decisions” [Ref. 11:p.73]. Even if PPBS promotes efficiency within programs, it is 
suggested that”... the program budget as such provides no clues to the effectiveness 
or benefits from increments to alternative program elements” [Ref. 7:p.134]. Without 
establishing the marginal benefits available among programs, it is impossible to know 


which program would create the greatest benefit from the next dollar increase in 


I2 


funding. Thus, there is no way to maximize the benefit of the defense budget. 
Additionally, Charles Hitch, former Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
points out that the”... programming phase regularly ran into, and overlapped with, 
the budget review” [Ref. 11:p.75].. This action often caused serious program decisions 
to be delayed until the budgeting phase of PPBS [Ref. 11:p.4]. 

Not only must PPBS be concerned with how to choose the best program, the 
politics of which policy will be adopted must also be addressed [Refs. 14,15:pp.304,127]. 
Proponents point out that PPBS ” .. . does not seek to replace the political 
decision-making process, it will- if successful -modify that process” [Ref. 2:p.34]. PPBS 
would modify the system by presenting program choices ” ... aided by information 
and technical analysis concerning the probable consequences of .... ” choosing a 
program [Ref. 8:p.51]. Therefore,” ... program budgeting is a neutral tool. It has no 
Politics weet. 16:p.370). 

The attempt to substitute the efficiency criteria for political consensus causes 
PPBS opponents to attack its political feasiblity. Lindblom would attack PPBS on the 
grounds that it is” ...an undesirable decision system.... A ‘good’ decision is one 
which gains consensus rather than one which meets outside criteria of efficiency or 
effectiveness” [Ref. 2:pp.36,52]. Budget officials are unable to absorb the entire 
decision as a whole system. ”... They cannot find any objective method of judging 
priorities among programs” [Ref. I:p.10]. The ability to consider the entire decision 
process is contrary to MHerbert Simon’s theory of “bounded rationality” in 


decision-making. 


The first consequence of the, principle of bounded rationality is that the intended 
rationality of an actor requires him to construct a simplified, model of the real 
situation in order to deal with it. He behaves rationally with respect to this 
model, and such behavior is not even approximately optimal with respect to the 
real world. [Ref. 17:p.199] 


Again, the politician is unable to maximize the defense capabilities at a given level of 
inputs. Even if the politician could maximize all programs, this behavior would “not fit 
political reality” [Ref. 2:p.42]. 

It has been reported that nota”... single example of successful implementation 
of PPB{S}...” can be found [Ref. I:p.196]. Furthermore, program budgeting has had 
ee. littichimpact on the format or substance of the political debate’ [Ref. 13:p.93}. 
Program budgeting is out of step with federal budgeting practice. “Federal budgeting 


today is incremental rather than comprehensive, calculated in bits and pieces rather 
than as a whole, and veils policy implications rather than emphasizing them” 
ive moss. 


Is there a middle ground upon which program budgeting can operate effectively? 


[t may, indeed, be necessary to guard against the naivete of the systems analyst 
who ignores, political constraints and believes that efficiency alone produces 
virtue. But it 1s equally necessary to guard against the naivete of the decision 
maker who_ignores_resource constraints and believes virtue alone produces 
efficiency. [Ref. 2:p.76] 


Program oudgeting is a forum for the debate of connecting ends to means. Program 
budgeting lies in the middle ground between “purely incremental budgeting and an 
annual zero-base review of all programs” [Ref. 2:p.81]. Even though a program output 
cannot be measured precisely, it 1s still meaningful to determine if a program should be 
increased, decreased, or remain the same. “If this is possible, the efficiency Olwihe 
program at any level can be examined separately” [Ref. 8:p.49]. Given today’s 
budgetary environment, a possible recipe for a successful PPBS would include 
providing decision-makers with meaningful analysis of the issues under consideration. 
This action would allow decision-makers to focus on marginal program changes, 
therefore leaving the majority of budget decisions as incremental changes to last year’s 
budget. 


B. DON BUDGETING PROCESS 

PPBS 1s a budgeting technique. Until now, it has been described in broad general 
characteristics. To appreciate the effect of PPBS on Navy budgeting decisions an 
understanding of how it works within DON 1s required. The intent of this section is to 
examine planning and programming only briefly. A more detailed analysis of DON 
budgeting practices is conducted to determine what organizational roles and strategies 
are mandated by DON officials. 

DON operates under the PPBS rules promulgated by DOD. Basically, PPBS 
Operates on an eighteen month schedule “simultaneously budgeting for one year, 
programming for the following year and planning for succeeding years ” [Ref. 10:p.I-1]. 
The planning, programming, and budgeting phases are brought together in DOD by 
updating the Five Year Defense Program (FYDP) through the Program Objective 
Memorandum (POM) process. The following describes these three phases in more 


detail: 
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1. Planning 

PPBS for DOWN starts at the highest levels in the government. Planning ” with 
the assessment of the threat to the security of the US and, when combined with 
national policy, culminates in the development of force objectives to assure the security 
of the United States” [Ref. 10:p.II-1]. The President, National Security Council, 
SECDEF, Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), Operational Commander-in-Chiefs, service 
secretaries, and others make threat assessments. The input of the JCS into the 
planning phase, the Joint Strategic Planning Document, is a key starting point for 
placing national objectives into a military strategy [Ref. 10:p.I1-8]. Strategies to meet 
the threat are translated into program elements (PE). “The PE is the basic building 
Block of the YDP. It describes the mission to be undertaken, identifies the 
organizational entities who will perform the mission assignment, and estimates costs” 
fel. 18:p.3-1}: 


TABLE 1 
MAJOR PROGRAMS IN DOD 


Strategic Forces 

Selcrd UE OSeumeOLCeS =) = 

Intelligence & Communications 

Airlift & Sealift 

Guard & Reserve Forces 

Research & Development 

Central Supply & Maintenance coe 
Training, Medical, & Other Personnel Activities 
Administrative & Associated Activities 

Support of Other Nations 


[- 
De 
ae 
4. 
5. 
6- 
ae 
g. 
9. 
0- 





Table 1 identifies the ten major programs in which all program elements are distributed 
(Ref. 10:p.A-1]. 

To make planning useful, fiscal constraints must be considered. SECDEF 
provides each military department with fiscal guidance. This guidance”... 1s arrayed 
in a programmatic format ... for which the FYDP program elements are the basic 
building blocks” [Ref. 19:p.II-1].. Using SECDEF guidance, the military departments 
propose defense programs to meet national objectives. This is an interactive process 
with OSD which results in the Defense Guidance (DG). “The DG serves as an 
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authoritative statement of the fundamental strategy, issues and rationale underlying the 
Defense programs as seen by leadership of the Department” [Ref. 20:p.2-4]. The DG is 
not only a military strategy document, it also provides fiscal guidance to military 
departments. Using the FYDP as a baseline, the DG requires three budget levels to be 
identified: minimum, basic, and enhanced [Ref. 10O:pp.I]-11,12 & III-3]. After the DG 
has been issued by SECDEF, the military departments are ready to start the 
programming phase of PPBS. 
2. Programming 

The purpose of programming is to”... translate Department of the Navy 
approved concepts and objectives into a definitive structure expressed in terms of 
time-phased resource requirements including personnel, monies and material” 
[Ref. 1O:p.TII-1]. The basic output of the process is the POM. The Navy POM is 
developed in three phases: the planning phase, the program formulation phase, and the 
final development phase [Refs. 10,21:pp.ITI-7,5]. 

During the planning phase, the Navy translates the DG into meaningful 
objectives. The DON Policy and Planning Guidance injects Navy influence into the 
DG [Ref. 18:pp.3-2,3-3]. The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) Policy and Planning 
Guidance lays out the CNO’s ”... ground rules for the development of more detailed 
alternative ways of meeting ...” the DG objectives [Ref. 10:p.II-13]. The CNO 
Program and Fiscal Guidance (CPFG) provides fiscal and manpower guidance to 
develop the CNO Program Analysis Memorandum (CPAM) and the initial policy 
guidelines for the POM development. The CPAM assesses the” ... Navy's capability 
to carry out overall goals and objectives...” proposed in the approved FYDP 
[Ref. 10:p.111-10]. CPAMs are developed for several issue areas. Anti-Submarine 
Warfare, Strike and Amphibious Warfare, and General Support and Logistics are 
examples of recurring CPAM issues. “Claimants and other interested organizations are 
invited to submit issues of Navy-wide interest which address major resource allocation 
or policy issues . . . during the summer months preceding the CPAM” 
[Ref. 10:p.1II-10]. After a review by the Program Development Review Committee, the 
CNO Executive Board, and the SECNAV, Summary CPAMs I are released. 
Completion of the Summary CPAMs I signals an end to the Navy planning phase of 
programming. The Navy must now decide how to allocate resources to programs. 

After the Summary CPAM I is issued, the CPFG II is released documenting 
the CNO’s CPAM decisions and providing fiscal guidance for Sponsor Program 
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Proposals (SPPs). SPPs are developed by resource sponsors. A resource sponsor is ” . 

. a Deputy CNO or Director, Major Staff Office responsible for an identifiable 
aggregation of resources which constitutes inputs to warfare and supporting warfare 
fackseees | Ref. 19:p.1-8}. 


The SPPs allocate the obligational authority provided to the Navy by the DG. 
iin SOMES eS EOnS Ors are granted a. great deal of flexibility concerning. the 
manner in whic cn rogram their priorities a Programs’) as set forth 
in CPFG and must balance at all levels (Min/Basic/Enhanced) within. . . fiscal 
eommoiseees |e 10:p.11I-11 


Major unresolved issues, SPPs, and CPAM decisions are presented in the Summary 
CPAM II. The Summary CPAM II 1s reviewed by the same participants as the initial 
CPAM. Program formulation concludes at the end of this review. 

The final development phase begins when the CNO releases the Summary 
CPAM II. After the Summary CPAM II issues are resolved, the resulting document 
becomes the DON’s POM, which is then ready to be submitted to SECDEF. The 
POM is not simply the practice of matching programs with the DG, it is”... also the 
primary means of requesting revisions to the SECDEF approved programs as 
published in the FYDP” [Ref. 10:p.III-5]. This action by the services causes SECDEF 
to re-evaluate the FYDP after the POMs are submitted. The JCS review the services’ 
POM s and issue the Joint Program Assessment Memorandum (JPAM), which 1s a risk 
assessment of the POMs developed under fiscal constraints [Ref. 10:p.ITI-1]. Using an 
interal DOD review and the JPAM, SECDEF issues the Program Decision 
Memorandum (PDM), which is the final fiscal guidance for programs within each 
service. Once the PDM 1s received by DON, the end game commences. The end game 
is”... an interactive process involving program trade-offs to accommodate necessary 
repricing of procurement programs and the establishment of appropriation controls to 
enhance balance and budget feasibility” [Ref. 10:p.III-11]. Programming is completed 
at the conclusion of the end game. 

3. Budgeting | 

DON budgeting starts well before the programming phase has been 
completed. The DON budget formulation process is a bottom-up affair that starts at 
the ship or shore activity level and proceeds up the chain of command to the 
appropriate headquarters level which reports directly to the CNO [Ref. 20:p.2-27]. 


Budget formulation is facilitated by a “budget call” document that provides ” 


he 


substantive guidance and technical direction for all stages of the budget formulation 
process” [Ref. 20:p.1-23]. The initial budget call is received from NAVCOMPT while 
POM issues are still being debated at SECDEF level. NAVCOMPT must base its 
budget call guidance on Congressional, OMB, OSD, and Secretary of the Navy 
(SECNAV) actions [Ref. 20:p.1-23]. However, low-level commands must start 
gathering budget information months prior to the NAVCOMPT budget call. 
(Ref: 20:p.2-27]. 

Once the POM 1s completed, NAVCOMPT issues detailed control numbers 
for final budget submission to the appropriate claimants [Ref. 19:p.II-2]. These control 


numbers, budget allowances by type of expenditure, are based on”... the first year of 
the POM FYDP, as modified by the PDM .... ~ [Ref. 20:p.2-2]. Utilizing S@qmmem 
numbers “NAVCOMPT ... prescribe{s} the content and format for budget estimates 
and promulgate{s} the required budget relationship to the POM....” [Ref. 13:p.1V-4]. 


This document 1s the formal budget call from NAVCOMPT. 

The individual commands must use the budget call information to submit 
budget estimates to their claimants, who in turn submit budget estimates to 
NAVCOMPT. Budget estimates will be prepared and submitted based on the 
approved program as well as economic assumptions related to pay and pricing policies 
which will be contained in separately prescribed detailed budget guidance [Ref. 22:p.8]. 
Pricing changes are based on guidance supplied by the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller) and “fact-of-life’ changes at the command level 
[Refs. 23,19:pp.212-2,11-29]. Reviewing authorities are very interested in the yearly 
changes of budget requests. For example, the Bureau of Naval Personnel requires all 
commands submitting budgets to ” .. . identify and explain all program increases, 
decreases and realignments between prior year and current year {budgets}” 
[Ref. 24:Encl(2) p.5]. NAVCOMPT, OSD, OMB and Congress require claimant 
submissions “to display a summary of dollar and program changes, by type of 
purchase, for O&M appropriations” [Ref. 19:p.B-66]. It is not prohibited for programs 
not identified in the FYDP POM to be included in a budget estimate; however, the 
change must represent a “newly emergent critical unfunded deficienc{y} which cannot 
be absorbed within controls” [Ref. 19:p.1I-29]. 

One of the foundations of PPBS, economic analysis, is not completely 
forgotten during budgeting. NAVCOMPT’s policy is not to perform economic analysis 


on all programs, but to limit analysis to specific areas where it will contribute to the 
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decision-making process [Ref. 20:p.2-6]. DOD conducts cost/benefit analysis for 
programs meeting the following criteria: (1) the first time funding appears in the 
FYDP, and (2) when estimated funding requirements are significantly altered by 
program changes or projected plans [Ref. 23:p.212.1]. 

After the claimants accumulate and review individual commands’ budget 
estimates, they submit their budget estimates to NAVCOMPT. Upon receiving the 
claimants’ budget requests, NAVCOMPT conducts its budget review. 


This 1s an in-depth, review of all Navy appropriations and programs to identif 
ee. and realign budget estimates as necessary to improve the overall 
udgeting of DON resources, and to make necessary adjustments to 
DON-approved aa in_order_to remain within adjusted financial levels 
provided by SECDEF. [Ref. 20:p.1-23] 


NAVCOMPT has no responsibility to make program decisions [Ref. 20:p.2-31]. 
NAVCOMPT’s reviewing responsibilities are to evaluate budget estimates on the 


following criteria: 


aD Appropriation and fiscal status and implications, (2) financial feasibility and 
alance, (3) validity and reasonableness of cost an eae ) validity and 
relationship to planned objectives, and (5) legality. [Ref. 10:p.ITI- 


NAVCOMPT'’s recommended changes to a budget request are commonly referred to as 
the “mark-up.” 

NAVCOMPT provides its budget reviewers with techniques to analyze 
budgets. Reviewers are to judge estimates based on past experience, established 
standards, program changes by SECDEF or Congress, pricing changes, and 
employment trends [Refs. 19,20:p.II-133@II-134, 2-31]. NAWVCOMPT states that the 
O&M,N account should reflect incremental changes in funding. The analyst 1s told 
that “to the extent that a program’s obligation and/or expenditure rate in the prior year 
deviates significantly from the past appropriation pattern, a funding profile problem 1s 
indicated” [Ref. 19:p.I1]-134]. Another interesting rule of thumb for the budget analyst 
is that he should ” ... make a ‘downward bias’ assessment when initially reviewing 
program estimates ....” [Ref. 19:p.II-132]. In fact, this initial downward bias has 
been named the “Nemfakos Assumption,” aftera NAVCOMPT budget analyst. 

A mark-up will become the final budget decision unless the claimant 
challenges the mark-up with a reclama [Ref. 19:p.1]-131]. NAVCOMPT tells claimants 
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that reclamas should ” .. . address the specific issue and rationale used in the 
Mark-up” [Ref. 19:p.11-135]. NAVYCOMPT allows reclamas to be submitted ”.. . 
based on differences in judgment. ...” but these types of reclamas are frowned upon 
since it could waste the sponsor’s and the analyst’s time [Ref. 19:p.I1-135]. Differences 
between NAVCOMPT and the claimant’s budget will be resolved by the Director, 
Navy Program Planning [Ref. 10:p.[V-5].. When all budget issues are resolved, 
NAVCOMPT submits the final budget to OSD. 

After receiving the budget estimate from DON, OSD and OMB conduct a 
joint review of the Navy’s budget. “On the basis of this review, tentative budget 
decisions, Decision Package Sets (DPS), are made by SECDEF.... |RehelQ sashes 
SECNAYV can respond to the DPS”... by submitting to SECDEF a position paper 
or reclama prepared by the responsible DON organization” [Ref. 10:p.1V-5]. DPS 
reclamas are discouraged by both DOD and SECNAV. General guidance is to submit 
areclama”... only if the impact is considered to be sufficiently serious to warrant the 
personal reconsideration of the SECDEF” [Refs. 23,25:pp.219:2, Encl@iipal@)) 

After the Program Budget Decisions (PBD) are resolved, final control] numbers 
are issued by NAVCOMPT. This action marks the end of the Navy’s PPBS for the 
fiscal year [Ref. 19:pp.I-9,II-136]. Figure 2.1 depicts the overall sequence of PPBS 


actions. 
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The PPBS Process (Source: DON). 
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Il. DATABASE AND STUDY 


A. THE DATABASE 

The budget data for this study is an automated report produced by the 
NAVCOMPT Budget Evaluation Group (NCBG). The report “Department of the 
Navy; Operations and Maintenance, Navy; Review of the FY1987 Budget” (Ref. 26] 
provides budget data for nineteen major DON claimants. Figure 3.1 identifies the 
claimants and provides the claimant code used by NCBG. 

The O&M,N budget review report is divided into nine segments. Segment 0 is 
the clairant’s budget in accordance with POM guidelines. Segment 1 contains 
administrative corrections to the POM. Segments 0 and 1 together represent the 
claimant’s total budget request submitted to NAVCOMPT. Segment 2 is 
NAVCOMPT’s mark-up of the claimant’s budget. Segment 3 reflects claimant funding 
changes caused by SECDEF’s PDM. Segment 4 1s an internal review conducted by 
NAVCOMPT to bring budget submissions in line with the latest economic changes. 
Segment 5 contains successful reclamas to NAVCOMPT’s mark-ups. The summation 
of Segments 0 through 5 represents the budget submitted to OSD. Segment 6 is the 
OSD/;OMB mark-up of the budget. Segment 7 reflects successful reclamas to the 
OSD/OMB mark-up. Segment 8 is a miscellaneous section to show NAVCOMPT 
adjustments made during the OSD/OMB review.! 

The report, which was originally completed in the fall of 1985, contains seven 
years of budget data, FY1985 to FY1991. Data after FY1987 represent predigig 
budget levels for the claimant if the FYDP as currently stated is continued. These 
years are not used in the study due to their predictive nature. FY1985 data is used to 
evaluate budget changes in preceding years. FY1986 data is used in some analyses 
since FY1986 budget changes do represent actual dollars to the claimants. However, 
FY1987 provides the lion’s share of data for this study’s analyses. No attempt was 
made to adjust the budget amounts for inflation. This is because inflation adjustments 
were available only for FY1985; inflation adjustments for other vears would be 


predictions of questionable value. 


'Mr. Wess McNair of the Office of Budget and Reports (NCB) provided 
definitions for the various report segments via a telephone conversation. 


oe 


Claimants NCBG Code 


Chief of Naval Operations (OP-09B) 11 
Assistant for Administration, 12 
Under Secretary of the Navy 

Naval Intelligence Command 1S 
Headquarters 

Commander, Naval Medical Command 18 
Naval Air Systems Command fy 
Naval Military Personnel Command oe 
Naval Supply Systems Command 23 
Naval Sea Systems Command 24 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 25 
Strategic Systems Project Office 30 
Assistant Secretary of the Wel ae 


Seats and Log eae 

ace and Naval Warfare Systems 
ommand/ Office of the 

Chief of Naval Operations 


Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 39 
Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet 60 
Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Naval 61 
Forces, Europe 

Chief of Naval Education and Training 62 
Naval Telecommunications Command 63 
Headquarters 

Naval Oceanographic Office 65 
Naval Security Group Command 69 
Headquarters 

Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet 70 


Figure 3.1 Major DON Claimants. 


The budget data presented in this study represents an approved budget through 
SECDEF. Many budget changes occur before the budget 1s finalized. These include 
Presidential changes, new economic adjustments, and Congressional budget changes. 


Also, the summation of the claimants’ budget requests does not fully represent the 
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budget approved by SECDEF. The O&M,N account total is different because 
NAVCOMPT maintains five administrative accounts which have zero or negative 


ending balances. These administrative accounts are not considered in the study. 


B. THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study is to contrast the traditional budgeting theories 
proposed by Wildavsky and Lindblom with the results Leloup and Moreland found at 
the DOA [Ref. 1]. Budgeting theories are tested against the database to help illustrate 
the budgeting process within DON.’ 


TABLE 2 
TOTAL O&M,N BUDGET LEVELS BY CLAIMANT 
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Table 2 provides the data to make judgements about the claimants use of 
incrementalism, fair share budgeting, and the ability of each claimant to protect its 


budget base. 


Ref pp patistical analysis was conducted using the Minitab macro-computer system. 
eff 
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1. Incrementalism 
To determine if incrementalism helps explain the DON budgeting process, a 
model developed by Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky is used [Ref. 4:p.533]. The model 


is Strictly linear and predicts next year’s budget directly from the previous year’s budget 
Result. 


X, = Bax.) + Py (eqneo.) 


X, = budget request of a claimant 
Ba = slope of the budget request line 
X+_j = previous year’s budget request 
Pp, = a random variable 
The claimants’ budget totals in FY1986 were regressed against the FY1985 budget 
fotals. [he result: 


R-square = 99.4% 


The claimants’ budget totals in FY1987 were regressed against the FY1985 budget 
Foals, Ihe result: 


R-square = 99.7% 


R-square is the coefficient of determination, which indicates the proportion of x, 
variability explained or accounted for by x,_, [Ref. 28:p.424]. 

The high R-square values for the DON budget, FY 1985 through FY 1987, 
reveals that next year’s budget result is highly related to the previous year’s budget. 
This finding indicates strong support for incremental budgeting within DON. 

2. Fair Share 

To determine if budget participants retain a fair share of the DON budget, a 
model suggested by James Danziger is used as a guide. “The fair share model is based 
on a constant percentage of change in total expenditures, and estimates the changes in 


Service expenditures as a function of the change in total expenditures” [Ref. 15:p.133]. 


Ze 


This model predicts this year’s changes in budget allocation by multiplying the 


claimant’s previous proportion of the budget by the total change in expenditures. 


A Allo, Claimant; = B (Allo,.,; A TEC) + @ (eqn 3.2) 


A Allo, Claimant; = change in the claimant’s budget level 
8 = slope of the budget line 
Allo,_) = last year’s budget proportion 
A TEC = change in total O& M,N expenditures 
@ = random variable 
Using this model FY1985 and FY1986 budgets were compared using regression 


analysis. The result: 


A Allo, Claimant; = 0.225(Alloryj;9g¢ A TEC) + 22683 
R-square (adjusted) = 0.0% 


The same analysis was conducted on the FY1986 and FY1987 budgets. The result: 


A Allo, Claimant, = 0.868(Allopyj;9g7 A TEC) + 31987 
R-square (adjusted) = 2.9% 


R-square values are very low. Fair share changes to the claimant’s budget 
levels are not related to the actual budgeting outcomes in DON. Claimants do not 
maintain their proportional share of incremental budget changes. 

3. Budget Base 

Budget participants expect their programs to be maintained close to the 
current funding levels. To evaluate this expectation, a linear model developed by 
Danziger is used. “Operationalizing the base as the proportion of total expenditure 
allocated to Service; , this model assumes that the change pattern will maintain an 
allocation as a constant percentage of total expenditure” [Ref. 15:p.133]. To use this 
model, last year’s budget proportions is multiplied by this year’s O&M,N budget to 


predict a claimant’s funding level. 


Base Allo, = B (Base Allo,_, ) + @ (eqn 3.3) 
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Base Allo, = this year’s percent budget share 
B = slope of the line 
Base Allo,_, = last year’s percent budget share 
a@ = random variable 
Claimants’ budgets for FY1985 were divided by the total O& M,N budget for FY1985. 
The same procedure was conducted on FY1986 budget data. Regression analvsis was 


conducted on the FY1986 findings using the FY1985 data as a predictor. The results: 


Base FY1986 = 0.983(Base Alloryygg5 )+ 9.00087 
R-square = 99.4% 


The same analysis was conducted using the FY1986 and FY1987 budget data. The 


result: 


Base FY1987 = 0.998(Base Allopyygg¢6 )+ 9.00012 
R-square = 99.7% 


Again, R-square values are very high. The previous year’s budget base has a 
very strong relationship to the following year’s budget base. The support for a base 
determined budget is just as strong as the support for incremental budgeting. Budget 
base and incrementalism R-square values are exactly the same independent of the 
budgeting strategy attributed to the claimants. This result illustrates the high degree to 
which incrementalism and budget base models are related. 

The fair share model did not support the theory that budget participants 
receive budget changes in proportion to their previous budget levels. The fair share 
model is the only traditional budgeting model investigated that attempts to explain 
budgeting behavior by investigating marginal budget changes. Incremental and budget 
base models explain budget behavior by examining aggregate budget changes. 
Apparently, the models based on aggregate spending levels are hiding the marginal 
funding changes that are taking place among the claimants. 

4. Leloup and Moreland Study 

The Leloup and Moreland study attempts to prove that different agencies 

receive different budget proportions based on their aggressiveness and the support they 


receive from the reviewing bodies [Ref. 3]. Table 3 shows the distribution of the 
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TABLES 


ENESS: 
ROM T 


CLAIMANT ASSERTIV 
TON TF 


AVCOMP 


Request O%- 3% - 
Decrease 4.9% 9.9% 





agency requests to NAVCOMPT as a percentage change from the previous year’s 
budget request.° Interestingly, more claimants requested cuts from their budgets than 
requested a budget increase greater than 10 per cent. The data suggests that most 
claimants are moderate in their requests for additional funds. 

To assess the impact of claimant assertiveness, the bivariate correlation 
coefficients between the percent change in requests, the proportion of requests 
approved, and the percent change in the final budget is analyzed.* Only the FY1987 
budget data was utilized to assess the correlation between the claimant’s request, 
budget changes by NAVCOMPT, budget changes by OSD/OMB, and the total change 
in the budget. The highest correlation with the ultimate budget change is with the 
change requested by the claimant (r=.505). There is also a positive correlation 
between the changes made by OSD/OMB and the final budget (r=.404). 
NAVCOMPT changes have almost no correlation with the changes in the final budget 
(r= .050). Not surprisingly, the change in the budget requested by the claimant is 
negatively correlated with NAVCOMPT changes (r=-.136) and OSD/OMB budget 
changes (r=-.174). Caution must be used in inferring from this data that the most 


important final budget determinant is the claimant’s budget request. 


7O0&M,N budget review report segments 0 and 1 will always be combined to 
reflect the budget request by a claimant. 


40O&M,N budget review report segments 2 through 5 will be used to show the 


total ce anegs made NAVCOMPT. Report segments 6 and 7 will be used to show 
the total changes made by OSD/OMB. 
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The bivariate correlation coefficients were also checked dependent on the 
claimant’s assertiveness and the reviewing body’s support. Again, the correlation 
between the change in claimant requests, proportion of the request approved by the 
reviewing body, and the percent change in the final budget is the basis for analysis. 
Assertiveness in a budget request is set at 10 per cent. Reviewing body support is 
indicated by not cutting the budget request.> Research data for FY1986 and FY1987 is 
used to establish the correlation coefficients. 

An assertive claimant's budget request is negatively correlated with the budget 
result (r= -.868) if NAVCOMPT’s support is received. The claimant’s budget request 
is significantly related to the final budget. The proportion of the request approved by 
NAVCOMPT 1s highly correlated to the final budget result (r=.980). NAVCOMPT’s 
budget action is a more reliable determinant of the claimant’s final budget than the 
original budget request. NAVCOMPT's action suggests that it wishes to determine the 
budget levels for an assertive claimant even if 1t supports the claimant. 

For an assertive claimant receiving negative NAVCOMPT support, its highest 
positive correlation to its final budget is the budget approved by NAVCOMPT 
(r= .700). NAVCOMPT’s budget action significantly determines the final budget. The 
claimant’s budget request correlation to the final budget is r=-.193. There is only a 
small negative relationship between the budget requested and the final budget result. 
The claimant’s budget request is negatively correlated to the proportion of the request 
approved by NAVCOMPT (r=-.757). Again, NAVCOMPT is attempting to dictate 
budget outcomes, this time by making cuts. 

A non-assertive claimant receiving NAVCOMPT support has a moderate 
positive correlation with its budget request (r=.618) and proportion of the request 
approved by NAVCOMPT (r=.547). The claimant’s budget request is the strongest 
determinant in the final budget. However, the relationship is not much different than 
the proportion of the request approved by NAVCOMPT and its effect on the final 
budget. 

Ifa claimant is not assertive and receives negative NAVCOMPT support, 
there is a very high correlation that the claimant’s budget request accurately reflects 
the final budget (r=.997). NAVCOMPT appears to let these claimants cut their own 
budgetary throats. 


>There was only one instance of high claimant assertiveness and high OSD/OMB 
support, therefore, no correlation coefficients are possible for this observation. 
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An assertive claimant with negative OSD/OMB support has a high correlation 
between the proportion of request that 1s approved by OSD/OMB and its final budget 
(r=.971). OSD/OMB has a strong desire to determine the budget outcome of these 
claimants. A small negative correlation exists between its budget request and the final 
budget (r=-.113). The claimant’s request does not resemble its final budget. 

A non-assertive agency with OSD/OMB support has a moderate positive 
correlation with its budget request and the final budget (r=.457). Its request is 
negatively correlated with the proportion of the request approved by OSD/OMB 
(r=-.581). OSD/OMB’s influence on the non-assertive claimant’s budget is only 
slightly stronger than the claimant’s budget request. 

Finally, a budget request by non-assertive agency with negative OSD/OMB 
support is highly correlated to its final budget (r= .998). The final budget outcome is 
only moderately ccrrelated to the OSD/OMB action on its budget request (r= .204). 
Like NAVCOMPT, OSD/OMB 1s willing to let these claimant’s determine their budget 
levels. 

Caution must be used in interpreting these correlations; however, two general 
observations can be made. First, reviewing bodies greatly influence the final budget 
outcomes of assertive claimants. Second, reviewing bodies are willing to let 
non-assertive claimants have greater control over their budgets. 

Table 4 shows the changes in claimant requests made by NAVCOMPT and 
OSD/OMB.® The effect of claimant assertiveness on budget outcome emerges. 
Claimants which request a decrease in their budget are in for a substantial cut. A 
claimant asking for a modest increase of less than 5 percent will find its budget being 
cut. The most substantial budget increases occur with the group requesting 10 to 15 
percent budget increase. The small number of claimants in this category make this 
result statistically insignificant, when compared to the group requesting increases 
greater than 15 percent. However, there is a difference in the average change in budget 
requests of claimants asking for less than 10 percent budget increase when compared to 


claimants requesting more than a 10 percent budget change. 


H, : Claimants Requesting < 10% = wt Claimants Requesting > 10%. 


Budget data for FY1986 and FY1987 was used to make Table 4. The average 
oon change on NAVCOMPT is the total uae changes made by report segments 
» aridesme bie ANSE CEE percent change by OSD/OMB 1s the total budget changes 


ae by report segments 6 and 
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TABLE 4 
CHANGES IN AGENCY REQUESTS MADE BY REVIEWING BODIES 


Change in Claimant Ave % Ave % Ave % 
Request from of Chan Change 


€ Change 
Previous Budget NCOMPT OSD/OMB Budget 


Request Decrease 
Increase 0-4.9% 
Increase 5-9.9% 
Increase 10-14.9% 


Increase > 15% 





H,, can be rejected ata = .05. Probability of error is 0.0003. 


Claimants which received the largest budget increases, asked for the largest increases. 
NAVCOMPT’s total budget behavior is independent of the budget changes 
requested by claimants. Consistent with these findings, NAVCOMPT 1s not stabilizing 
the claimants’ budget requests as Leloup and Moreland found in their study. 
Furthermore, NAVCOMPT’s final budget outcome is just as likely to increase the 


requested budget as to decrease the request. 


H,: # NAVCOMPT budget change = 0 


H,, cannot be rejected at any meaningful level of significance. 
ft = 0.0004 Standard deviation = 0.0918 


Since NAVCOMPT is not conducting across the board cuts or cutting budgets based 


on the size of the increase requested, maybe the budget review techniques directed by 
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NAVCOMPT are working as advertised. NAVCOMPT’s budgeting role could be 
simply checking claimants for budget feasibility, verifying the accuracy of estimates, 
and evaluating if the budget reflects PPBS decisions. 

As Leloup and Moreland found, “the patterns of cuts point to {OSD/}OMB as 
a consistent obstacle...” to the claimant’s budget expansion [Ref. 3:p.185,186]. 


Hy: ft OSD/OMB budget change 2 0 


Ll can be rejected at@ = .05. T-value = -1.83. Chance of error is 0.042. 
uw = -0.0226 Standard deviation = 0.054 


The role of OSD/OMB emerges as primarily a budget cutter. As in Leloup and 
Moreland’s study, moderation in budget requests appears to have no advantage in 
securing support from the OSD/OMB budget review. 

A different pattern of budget review behavior emerges when comparing 
NAVCOMPT with OSD/OMB. NAVCOMPT acts with more variation then 
OSD/OMB on claimant requests, as shown by the much greater standard deviation of 
the NAVCOMPT budget actions when compared to OSD/OMB. “This suggests that . 

. {OSD/}OMB is more mechanical and regular in its budget cuts than... . 
NAVCOMPT [Ref. 3:p.186]. Claimants receiving the largest cuts from OSD/OMB 
requested the largest budget increases. Ilowever, NAVCOMPT changes appear not to 
be motivated by the size of the budget request. Apparently, reviewing bodies do not 
cut the claimant’s budget solely dependent on the size of the budget increase requested. 

The above data appears not to support traditional budgeting theory. 
Claimants which ask for budget increases get those increases. Moderation in budget 
requests will result in cither a small budget increase or decrease. The budget base of 
the claimants is changing. And finally, claimants are obviously not receiving a 
proportional share in all budget changes. 

Figure 3.2 shows mean requests and appropriation patterns for the five 
categories of assertiveness.’ OSD/OMB behavior in the mark-up is very similar to its 
final budget action. All categories of assertiveness receive negative support from 


OSD/OMB during the mark-up. The most aggressive category received the largest cuts 


during this phase. 


"Figure 3.2 changes to the claimants’ budget requests, include only the original 
mark-up of the reviewing bodies. 
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Average NCOMPT OSD OMB 
Claimant Claimant Request Request 
Assertiveness Increase Mark-up Mark-up Average 
Categories Requested Increase Increase 





Figure 3.2 Request Patterns by Categories of Assertiveness. 


The results of NAVCOMPT’s original mark-up is much different than its final 
budget action. NAVCOMPT'’s original budget mark-up has a decidedly negative bias. 


H, : Ave. NAVCOMPT mark-up is 2 0 


H, can be rejected ata = .05. T-test =-2.20. The probability of error is 0.02. 


The Nemfakos Assumption appears to be alive and well during the initial budget 
mark-up. 

Table 5 shows the average budget changes of claimants dependent on their 
assertiveness and the support they receive from the reviewing bodies.® The largest 
budget increases are achieved by the assertive claimants. Support by the reviewing 
bodies helps maintain requested budget increases. However, no large increases in the 
budget will occur without the claimant asking for an increase. An analysis of the 
variance between the different group populations reveals that no statement about 


group differences can be made conclusively. 


Hee = b= C= wD 


8See footnote 4. 


Be 










TABEES 
ASSERTIVENESS AND SUPPORT FROM REVIEWING BODIES 


Claimant Assertiveness 


NAVCOMPT Hi Low 
Support 
Hi n=3 n=11 

uw =0.2064 nh =0.0154 






9 
uw =-0.1236 
D 


n=5 
pw =0.0997 
C 





Claimant Assertiveness 


NAVCOMPT 
Support 





H,, cannot be rejected ata = .05. F-ratio = 0.58. F-ratio necessary to reject H, 1s 


2:92; 


H,: P= fb G= ie 
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H_, cannot be rejected at @ =.05. F-ratio = 0.70. F-ratio necessary to reject aris 
Bo 2. 

At this point, general observations on budgetary roles and strategies can be 
theorized. 

a. Claimants 

Claimants “do not pursue a unitary strategy of moderation in the budgetary 

process; initial requests vary from severe cuts to significant increases in previous 
budget levels [Ref. 17:p.188]. Claimants’ requests most closely resemble their final 
budgets when they are requesting a budget decrease. Lastly, the average claimant asks 


for more money. 


H,, : Change in FY1986 budget request <= 0 


H, can be rejected atan@ = .05. T-test = 5.22. The probability of error is less than 
0.000. 

b. NAVCOMPT 

NAVCOMPT is not playing the role of “balancing the extremes,” which 

Leloup and Moreland found in DOA [Ref. 17:p.188]. NAVCOMPT appears to be 
basically a budget checker. The NAVCOMPT budget review has the same likelihood 
of increasing as decreasing a claimant’s budget request. However, the budget mark-up 
will likely have a negative impact on the original budget request. 

c. OSDIOMB 

OSD/OMB does not appear to be the main obstacle to budget growth as 
Leloup and Moreland found. A decreased budget is more likely the result of a 
claimant’s request than subsequent action by OSD/OMB. OSD/OMB is much more 
likely to cut a budget than NAVCOMPT. OSD/OMB appears to be very mechanical 
in their budget review with little variation in their actions. As Leloup and Moreland 
found, there is no category of assertiveness for which OSD/OMB did not cut the 
requested budget. 
3) Other Roles and Strategies 

The DON budgeting process is different from the budgeting processes 
described by traditional budgeting theorists or Leloup and Moreland. This section will 
discuss budgeting behaviors that are peculiar to DON. Only data from FY1987 is used 


for the analyses. 
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One major difference in the DON process is the two different budget mark-ups 
that the DON budget experiences. Total budget changes during the two budget 
mark-ups were discussed in the previous section; however, specific budget behavior was 
not mentioned. Does NAVCOMPT or OSD/OMB make more budget cuts? Which 
reviewing body restores more budget cuts? To test which reviewing body makes more 
line-item) cuts, the number of NAVCOMPT cuts is compared to the number of 
OSD/OMB cuts. 


H,:H No. of NAVCOMPT cuts = pt No. of OSD/OMB cuts. 


H, cannot be rejected ata =.05. T-test = -0.10. The probability of emom sage 
lt NAVCOMPT cuts = 43.8 ob OSD/OMB cuts = 44.7 


Therefore, there is no meaningful difference in the number of NAVCOMPT cuts 
compared to the number of OSD/OMB cuts. The percentage of line-item cuts restored 


holds a different outcome. 


H,: p Per cent NAVCOMPT restores line-items = ft Per cent OSD/OMB restores 


line-items. 


H,, can be rejected ata = 05. T-test = 5.72. There is almost no probability of error 
with this statement. 
tu NAVCOMPT restorals = 0.398 jt OSD/OMB restorals = 0.168 


Why are there more NAVCOMPT restorals when compared to OSD/OMB? First, 
DOD and DON discourage reclamas to OSD/OMB cuts. Next, most OSD/OMB cuts 
are conducted on line-items for which the claimant has very little input. OSD/OMB 
makes a significant number of their cuts based on Congressional action, revised 
services rates; revised economic assumptions, and repricing of commodities (i.e. fuel). 
Finally, NAVCOMPT screens out the unsupportable budget requests. 

If NAVCOMPT was successful in screening out the unsupported requests, 
OSD/OMB should not have to make entire line-item budget changes. Therefore, it is 
expected that OSD/OMB would make fewer 100 percent program restorals than 
NAVCOMPT. But this does not occur. 
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H,: W 100% restorals NAVCOMPT per line-item restored = p 100% restorals 
OSD/OMB per line-item restored. 


H,, cannot be rejected ata = .05. F-ratio = 1.00. The required F-ratio to reject H, 1s 
4.17. 
pe 100% restorals NAVCOMPT = .1873 
nh 100% restorals OSD/OMB = .2500 


How the two reviewing bodies restored cuts during the reclama process is also 
interesting. NAVCOMPT actually gave back to claimants more than it took in the 
mark-up. OSD/OMB gave back to claimants less than half of what was taken during 
its mark-up. It cannot be stated conclusively, however, that NAVCOMPT gives 


money back during the reclama process at a greater rate than OSD/OMB. 


H,: pH Per cent NAVCOMPT funds are restored = pt Per cent OSD/OMB funds are 


restored. 


H,, cannot be rejected ata =.05. T-test =1.30. T-test necessary to reject H, is 1.316. 
iec@yected error is 0.22. 
tu Per cent NAVCOMPT funds restored = 1.34. 
wu Per cent OSD/OMB funds restored = 0.48. 


Based on the 100 percent restoral rate and the rate at which cuts are restored, it is 
questionable that NAVCOMPT is successfully screening unsupported budget requests 
before OSD/OMB submission. Additional data is necessary to substantiate this role 
for NAVCOMPT. 

Consistent with this data, the following general statements can be made 
concerning NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB budget review behavior. Although 
NAVCOMPT’s original budget mark-up is downwardly biased, NAVCOMPT is willing 
to make significant changes to its mark-up during the reclama process). NAVCOMPT 
makes as many line-item cuts to budgets as OSD/OMB, but NAVCOMPT receives 
significantly more reclamas to its cuts) NAVCOMPT probably receives more reclamas 
because they restore more funds, and OSD/OMB cuts are made on more secure 


political ground, and updated price and economic assumptions. 
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The following section does not consider what roles and strategies are involved 
in the budget process, but rather what budget actions have the most influence in 
changing a claimant’s budget. Multiple regression, stepwise regression, and simple 
linear regression were conducted on many variables. Only the five variables that were 
found with some predictive value are examined. 

An obvious place to start is to determine if the claimant’s request and 
subsequent action by reviewing bodies predict budget changes. NAVCOMPT changes 
are reflected in report segments 2 through 5. OSD/OMB changes are reflected in 
report segments 6 and 7. A stepwise regression was conducted on these predictors with 
the following results: 


1. A change in the claimant’s budget request is the best predictor of the budget 
change. R-square from claimant action only 1s 25.52%. 


7 Ne wiexts sest poe aera is the changes ca by OSD/OMB. _ R-square 
increases to 50.48% with the inclusion of OSD/OMB action. 


3. Adding the changes made by NAVCOMPT increases R-square to 57.5%, 
adjusted to 49.0%. 


A less obvious relationship to budget changes is the rate at which the 
NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB cuts are restored. Multiple and simple regression were 
conducted on these predictores with the following results: 

1. The percentage by which cuts are restored by NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB is 
a better predictor of the changes in budgets than budget changes requested by 
eae and subsequent actions by reviewing bodies. R-square adjusted 1s 

‘ O. 


2. The best single predictor is the rate at which OSD/OMB restores their cuts. 
R-square adjusted is 35.8%. 


This section does not help predict which claimant will receive an increased 
budget next year. However, during the DON budgetary process the best determinant 
of which claimant receives the greatest budget increase is the claimant which 


successfully reclamas OSD/OMB cuts. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS 


The purpose of this thesis was to assess the ability of DON to utilize PPBS. 
Roles and strategies of budget participants were first proposed as a means for them to 
decrease the complexity of their tasks. During the study phase, a search was 
conducted to highlight possible roles and strategies in use at DON. The extent to 
which the traditional budgeting theories help explain the budgeting results in DON was 
also investigated. This chapter combines these budgetary relationships in a final 
assessment of the effectiveness of PPBS in DON. 

Traditional budgeting theories of incrementalism, maintenance of a fair share, 
and maintaining the budget base were assessed using models proposed by Wildavsky 
and Danziger. The incremental and budget base models are very powerful in predicting 
future budgetary outcomes and the models are elegant. However, problems exist with 
these models. “John Wanat has argued persuasively that the ‘success’ of such models 
usually reflects the mathematical domination of the new figure over the old figure and 
that they provide little information about the actual nature of the incremental process” 
(Ref. 15:p.135]. The fair share model supports Wanat’s argument. This model is based 
On marginal budget changes. When the old figure was unable to dominant the new 
figure, the fair share model failed to correctly predict changes in claimant funding 
levels. 

Wilcavsky also cautions against using his model to predict outcomes ” . 
because the budget process is only temporally stable for short periods. A sudden 
change may be the result either of a change in the underlying process or a temporary 
setting aside of the usual decision rules in light of special circumstances” [Ref. 4:p.542]. 
With this background, do incrementalism, fair share, and budget base help explain the 
DON budgeting process? The easy answer is yes and no. These models help in 
understanding the aggregate budget levels claimants receive, but the models do not 
help explain which claimant will receive a budget increase or decrease next year. 
Finally, the short time period to which this study was constrained may make the 
predictive power of the incremental and budget base models appear much greater than 


is actually the case. 


By 


One of the leading arguments against program budgeting is the lack of roles and 
Strategies available to budget participants to simplify their tasks. During the study 
various possible roles and strategies were investigated based on the work of Leloup and 
Moreland. The study reveals that DON budget participants are using roles and 


strategies during the budget process. 


A. ROLES 
[. Claimants 
Claimants fill the advocacy role. This finding is consistent with traditional 
and non-traditional budgeting theories. 
2. NAVCOMPT 
NAVCOMPT’s original budget mark-up is biased downward, but its final 
budget action is just as likely to result 1s a budget increase as in a budget decrease. 
There 1s no evidence to suggest that NAVCOMPT attempts to moderate budget 
requests. This outcome is different than what Leloup and Moreland found at DOA. 
The outcome in DON suggests that claimants’ budgets are the result of programmatic 
decisions made at the SECNAV or SECDEF level. These decisions cannot be easily 
altered by NAVCOMPT. 
3. OSD/OMB 
OSD/OMB has a decided cutting bias. The success of their budget actions 
appears to be based on pricing revisions, new economic assumptions, and superior 
political clout. During the FY1987 budgeting year, inflation was being brought under 
control. The heavy negative bias attributed to OSD/OMB may be a by-product of a 
lowering inflation rate, not a true indication of OSD/OMB’s budgeting role. However, 
budgeting theorists have consistently given OMB the role of budget cutter. There is no 
evidence to refute this role for OSD/OMB within the DON budget process. 


B. STRATEGIES 
1. Claimants 
The most important strategy available to a claimant is to ask for a budget 
increase. Budget changes are most closely related to the budget requested by the 
claimant than to the budget changes made by NAVCOMPT or OSD/OMB. The 
support of the reviewing bodies helps maintain budget changes requested. But first a 
claimant must request an increase or no budget increase will be forthcoming. Next, 


claimants appear to be very willing to reclama cuts made by NAVCOMPT in 
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comparison to cuts made by OSD/OMB. This suggests that claimants have a strategy 
to fight NAVCOMPT changes while generally accepting OSD/OMB changes. 
2. Reviewing Bodies 

NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB have reviewing strategies that depend on the 
claimant’s assertiveness. The final budget change of an assertive claimant is most 
dependent on the actions taken by the reviewing bodies. Changes in a non-assertive 
claimant’s budget request can be very accurately predicted by the original budget 
request. Apparently, reviewing bodies have a strategy to restrict their budget reviews 
to claimants requesting significant budget increases. This strategy allows them to 


concentrate their efforts where they are most needed. 


C. SUMMARY 

The study tends to support PPBS as a rational decision-making process for 
budgeting. However, pure program budgeting does not exist within DON. Obviously, 
the budgets presented to NAVCOMPT are not directly related to programs. All 
claimants have more than one major program element in their budgets. “As long as 
some decisions are made in terms of specific input categories, cutting across program 
elements, they can on occasion disrupt program budget system, vitiate particular 
program change decisions, and cause considerable confusion” [Ref. 16:p.293]. Also, 
PPBS is not a complete assessment of the costs and benefits of every program in DON, 
much less DOD or the entire Government. NAVCOMPT’s policy forces claimants to 
submit explanations only to the extent that their budget has been changed from last 
year’s budget. The analysts of NAVCOMPT are told to look for incremental changes 
from the previous year’s budget. Therefore, incremental budgeting 1s the norm in 
DON. Incremental budgeting does not correspond to the goal of a holistic analysis of 
the cost effectiveness of every program in DON. Finally, if budgeting under PPBS was 
simply a matter of costing out previously approved programs, an assertive claimant 
would have the same probability of receiving a budget change from NAVCOMPT as a 
non-assertive claimant. This does not happen. This is just a small list of why PPBS 1s 
not “pure” program budgeting. 

If PPBS is not “pure” program budgeting, what is the purpose of this complex 
and costly system? PPBS allows top management to make”... broad, strategic, 
budget decisions... .” [Ref. 2:p.93]. Although these decisions are marginally altered 
as they proceed through the PPBS process, the basic decision is supported. PPBS also 
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allows participants to be selective in reviewing programs. “Selectivity in the issues 
raised, in the programs reviewed, and in the range of alternatives examined is crucial to 
the success of PPB{S}” [Ref. 2:p.80]. PPBS not only helps participants to be selective 
in choosing issues, it helps keep analysts focused on marginal budget changes. This 
action provides the analyst a key tool in determining if budget changes are caused by 
program decisions or unwarranted claimant desires. Lastly, PPBS allows the majority 
of budgeting decisions to be incremental changes. There is an expectation that budgets 
will change incrementally unless a programmatic decision is made during the prior 
phases of PPBS. 

In summary, PPBS has evolved into a budgetary process in which participants 
have developed roles and strategies to limit their responsibilities. “Muddling through” 
and incrementalism are still very much part of the decision-making process. However, 
NAVCOMPT and OSD/OMB have been able to isolate claimants to be supported 
based on planning and programming decisions. The rationality of PPBS lies in its 
ability to support the inherent rationality of traditional budgeting with meaningful 
analysis to increase budget efficiency on the margin. 

This study does not attempt to explain all facets of the DON budgeting process. 
Future studies are necessary to achieve this objective. A good starting place for future 
studies is to address the shortcomings of this study. The greatest drawback to this 
study of the DON budgeting process is the short time period over which the study was 
conducted. It would have been improved greatly if the data covered time periods with 
different economic conditions, varying support of Defense programs, and a different 
Presidential administration. The roles and strategies that were found in DON may 
vary significantly dependent on these and other variables. In any case, more years 
need to be analyzed to improve the study’s time-series analyses. Looking at other 
appropriations might also illustrate new and different strategies used within DON. 
(Example: The funding cycle of Ship Construction is vastly different from the funding 
cycle of the O&M,N appropriation account.) A comparison of strategies and roles 
among different appropriation accounts could validate the findings of this study or 
reveal that different accounts require modified behavior by budget participants. These 


are just two areas in which this study can be improved and expanded. 
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APPENDIX 
ABBREVIATIONS 


CNO (Chief of Naval Operations) 


CPAM (CNO Program Analysis Memoranda) - An overview of the approved Five-Year 
Defense Program as modified by budget decisions. 


CPFG (CNO Program and Fiscal Guidance) - Fiscal guidance. targets for use in the 
preparation of fiscally constrained CPAMs and to provide initial programming policy 
guidance for POM development. 


DG (Defense Guidance) - Authoritative statement of fundamental strategy, issues and 
rationale, as well as the guiding document for Services and Defense Agencies in the 
preparation of their Program Objective Memoranda. 


DOA (Department of Agriculture) 
DOD (Department of Defense) 


DPS (Decision Package Sets) -. Tentative oh decisions made by the Secretary of 
Defense after a budget review with the Office of Management and Budget. 


FY (Fiscal Year) 


FYDP (Five-Year Defense Program) - The official program which summarizes the 
Secretary of Defense approved plans and programs for the Department of Defense. 


JCS (Joint Chiefs of Staff) 


JPAM (Joint, Program Assessment Memorandum) - A document prepared annually by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and submitted to the Secretary of Defense which provides 
recommendations on the joint force program within the fiscal guidelines. 


JSPD (Joint Strategic Planning Document) - Provides the advice of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to the President, National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense.on the 
muilita age and force structure required to attain the national security objectives 
of the United States. 


OMB (Office of Management and Budget) 
OSD (Office of the Secretary of Defense) 


NCBG (Budget Evaluation Group)- Responsible for the preparation of Department of 
the Navy Budget guidance and the control and coordination of budget submission. 


NAVCOMPT or NCOMPT (Comptroller of the Navy) 


PBD (Program Budget Decision) - A Secretary of Defense decision in prescribed format 
peo zi changes to a submitted budget estimate and the Five-Year Defense 
rogram. 


PDM (Program Decision pe eOmaT aur) - A.document which provides decisions of the 
Secretary of Defense on Program Objective Memorandums and the Joint Force 
Memorandum. 


PE (Program Element) - Describes the mission to, be undertaken, identifies the 
organizational entities who will perform the mission assignment, estimates costs. 


POM eee Objectives Memorandum) - A memorandum, submitted to the Secretary 
of Defense by the Secretary of a Military Department of the, Director of a Defense 
Agencv which recommends the total resource requirements within the parameters of 
the published Secretary of Defense fiscal guidance. 
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PPBS (Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System) - Strategy is developed in 
consideration of threat and policy. Force objectives are developed to support the 
strategy. Programs are developed to provide, on an orderly basis, ships, aircraft, 
weaved systems and manpower over a period of time, with due consideration of the 
total cost to the nation. see funds are budgeted in such a manner as to obtain the 
forces and weapon systems within the resources that the Congress provides. 

RDT&E (Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation) 

SECDEF (Secretary of Defense) 

SECNAV (Secretary of the Navy) 


SSPs (Sponsor Oy Proposals) - Assignment of funds to programs by resource 
sponsors using fiscal and program guidance. 


Source: Department of the Navy 


a4 


14. 


. 


LIST OF REFERENCES 
ee A., The Politics of the Budgetary Process Ed. 4, Little, Brown and 
ome : 


Schultze, C.L., The Politics and Economics of Public Spending, The Brookings 
Institute, 1968. 


elo ie) laa v1 Ore ang: Beery Strategies and Executive Review: 
uu 


The Hidden Politics of Budgeting,” ic Administrative Review, V. 38, No. 3, 
May/June 1978. 


[‘avis, O., Dempster, M., and Wildavsky, A., “A os of the aera 
Process;” American Political Science Review, V. 60, No. 3, September 1966. 


Lindblom, C., “The Science of “Muddling Through,” Public Administrative 
Review, V. 19, No. 2, Spring 1959. 


Nantchez, P.B. and Bupp, LC., “Policy_and Priority in the ee Process,” 
American Political Science Review, V. 67, No. 3, September 1973. 


McKean, R. N., Public Spending, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1968. 


Smithies, A., “Conceptual Framework for the oe Budget,” in Program 
Budgeting, D. Novick, editor, The Rand Corp., 1969. 


Novick, D., “What Program Budgeting Is and Is Not,” in Public Budgeting, F. 
Kramer, editor, Winthrop Publishers, 1979. 


ee Operations Publication 90P-1E, DON Programming Manual, 
uly , 


Kanter, A., Defense Politics, University of Chicago Press, 1979. 
Novick, D., “The DOD,” in Program Budgeting, The Rand Corp., 1969. 


Olvey, L. D., Golden, J. R., and Kelley, R. C., The Economics of National 
Security, Avery Publishing Group, 1984. 


Wildavsky, A., “The Political Economy. of Efficiency: Cost-Benefit Analysis, 
ees Analysis, and Program Budgeting,” Public Administration Review, V 
47, No. 4, December 1966. 


Danziger, J. N., Making Budgets: Public Resource Allocation, Sage 
Publications, 1978. 


45 


16. 


18. 


1o. 


20. 


oN 


oo: 


eo 


2s, 


26. 


I 


28. 


Anshen, M., “The Program Bua el in Operation,” in Program Budgeting, D. 
Novick, editor, The Rand Corp., 1969 


Simon, H., Models of Man, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1957. 


Te of the Navy, Office of the Comptroller Publication P-2457 (Rev 
1-85), RDT&E Management Guide, January 1985. 


Department of the Navy Office. of the Comptroller Instruction 7102.2, 
Guidance for the Preparation, Submission and Review of DON Budget 
Estimates, April 1985. 


Department of the Navy, Office of the Comptroller Publication P-1000, Navy 
Comptroller Manual, V. 7, Apnl 1970. 


Office of the CNO Memorandum, Program Objectives Memorandum: 
Procedures for POM-S4, August 1981. 


~ 


Department of Defense Instruction 7045.7, The Planning, Programming and 
Budgeting System, October 1969. 


Department of Defense Instruction 7701.1M, Department of Defense Budget 
Guidance Manual, July 1982. 


Bureau of Naval Personnel Instruction 7100.25E, Budget Formulation and 


Execution for. __ Operations — an Maintenance, _Navy/Naval Reserve 
(O&M,N/O&M,NR) Appropriation; guidance for, May 1983. 


Secretary of the Navy Instruction 5000.16D, Policy, Roles, and Responsibilities 
Within the Department of the_Navy for Implementation of the DOD Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS), January 1970 


Department of the Navy, Office of the Comptroller, Budget Evaluation Group 
Operations and Maintenance, Navy: Review of the FY 1987 Budget, 198 


Ryan, T.A., Joiner, B.L., and Ryan, B.F., Minitab Reference Manual, Duxbury 
Press 198 | 


pou ei and Hildebrand, D.V., Statistical Thinking for Managers, Duxbury 
ress, 


46 


PN els PRB TON Eist 


Defense Technical Information Center 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, anon 22304-6145 


Library, Code 0142 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, California 93943. 5002 


Professor Jerry L. McCaffery, Code 54Mm 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, California 93943-5000 


LCDR J. Duke, SC, USN, Code 54Dc 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, California 93943-5000 


Jack B. Housley 


6156 W. Flower 
Bee Merona §5033 


47 


No. Copies 
2 

















DUDLEY KNOX LIERARY 


av Ge 


MONTEREY, CALITORNIA 95948-8002 





Thesis | 
H81955 Housley 
el Poles, Strategies, and 


program pugeting within 
the operations and maa n= 
tenance, Navy appropria- 
tion account. 





a eB ee 

Tr Fe erin Tale ae ery 
‘Day dadatinlee wyey ret rah he 
NY ey tree yee oA Pa t ti me wh" 
rey eey te st Lats y er ty r é va! 
eel ot ape Cag 7 ewe 

ALAR re wry 

i ge a oo eee et 1) fy 

er POS LAI bo baP Fen Bis ie 48 


L Te hohe re eile ee v.07 
of 


if rs a) 1 Ls 
Sah iteh to Ph camh tel ad ere Sf 
of rie ee Pel hal 
Tt Fe oe ee ree w or) 
Pe) tH YS i e wet er Poy «ys stain ¢ 
ee WO eer Ore ry Pree rr sw 
ee ee ad ry eri nbek 4 ie re) Perper der . 
a rvs ee: . if 1 Ata. rm" Ty} an 
Rad taal Ay ¢ n ¢ + rare 2 ba . toss 1G eaedad Hee EG ry Ny retype 
ee pert akehe tele tr Ai. Cr ee 
oe Re ri re dept ft oe Tsk) Wb PL a Pedy or le ee te pre eer wey 2 
£ Dae fo I mek fe ij od eee, Bec ae bam ee oe 
BWIA S Os BY! ee not Ie ee yee er We ty ene he 


Roles, Strategies, and program bugeting 


NEE 


3 2768 000 70708 i 













cy i Le Ce Ce + Ef ee ea eke cy ae 


eyes a MPA RA Ga b%.2 
$49 fod a ete i 1 ety 





ect oe eeey | Ol aD et 


rere fete ehh £28 inh enioy 


Te ts Pe eee 








ryesach. ree hth ds Lee é. St rthd tw sfe0ib 
LR edt oe ee ' rr’ rv 
re oe ter wr ani RPT ea Ty Baer ne ae Z reg yee tre bret Ald, Le a 
hE dap ged bed Cre Pa betas, Ue oie eee ee ar re he ott ee ay Fare Tp! Frnt s DUDLEY KNOX LIBR 
arts Bee Ye Pe ST ALES E08 Vil ob hgag fot heh td dyad dk oben? ab fatst t 
HOSE OHA Ke ai diy fot s ‘ 


TT 


Sire hd eet Oey See hy oe ee) OS ae ST Ae 
PheALO. BFE Cis Bihar Fhe? Pere ri hy Af Ae lh eth ode 
devia teed es hon THe bot tat Slee bye n 


ri 
RR Te yt ary ee 





















































rh eirhd ped pbb use ell Siete eT Ce ae " = Riad ae ar ret ee et SCN re) i - 
See) Le Te ta tT ee TAY i Pbk aL oS ee Pr eriT treet Prelr? Are age Pbxe ty, 7x eee Oe ae ee ae 12 8 ff 
re re aes MINT e! ansehen eal on AF OME RT Aheee Baber P ah Mie ce MEN Qe tme RateeSe a oe 8 | Sete ~ 4h ee ead, 
CUR Amare rt eee ty ny Le Soe oe ees Ce ee ee Meee Pee ye te he ea OS Ser me a ¢ 7 
pas onynd se Pr ve} ie a Py LY Sime ae Pe Te ot oe erent Pay PLL ea ee Pree reer re, arty en eee i L ft 
Dd ge ee eee 4 rs fei Pee RE Coat PY ef Pee ae ee tee ? ee <0 9 PENSE aT : ca i ’ 
ete ae eee holt) eit to ote af Dia dekobe wh ie te wate Re pone ee ee Paes nee ord « i . 
ANT ey Pett LC Ue! on AL eb ret ae ee fine CPT AUD ohatal rt Pca vm ery ey Tae if ' u 
Ndetitd ck eat a eek Siw li see ee were ay ey art B See Aas He CRY Se ee Ie Te ae he ; 3 Mi 
Pee eee oe ihe ES PUT Uy ee Pay be PEs a ried ert Up ee Ee , 
Par ERY RENCE rT Car eer tit ay Er MY IT eee we re 6, , , 
eras uatheriaedubt bet Ge) Pate es ea A , A et) ae | Pt ee) Rey} pe » ot i ie 
yey error iy ola So oe eT kere eR Cay eerie vere ate rarer ys 4 J : 
STey ey rears Pea ie ee MAT eK ¥ Fab G4 BISA E eet 4: mh brghhed beh Y ‘ 
Lee See yee oe Be Pea ee yy ta eee ah esa Ss yet Le mv ee ie eae Se oy Y4 eet 
We TE Pe Tel Oe eer) i che Pr terten yes See ey et) ee rere yr ert eer rer: om Pah i 
Sm gee Pea CMe a Levee’ bre Wath ae wt Ye rr erin hime sare ener Py ee ie. mu al 
Tey ern ry Core CY ee Le te the i det Ur ean it ee te eee ) s Zt 1 . 
FSofa Th lL TS ees @ ‘graves Per ee aS te ett ppt ir ne Pet tS ad Od lend it Aeeates Hs 2's ’ 
hb cpape aed wereulud de hae) Oe re etree A Pre Pett Eaye Crea i eh PACE CTT Wot ee . t -o 2 

bi deled paca Spee et at HC? fof tonrd re te ATR pees CS ares te er br ar ara ss ern ra nes ata i. dil ee 2 
Phim iat a eke eS ere TAF fh Nee b 0.6.8 0) 6 Fd A ibis. 0 th ORL RAapoh Ob, Bae hit! thnk” he ai 

Miohe MAS ha @ 00d rth igod “Sty KB eM AUE Vel Hoh. & “rents meat Ta a Poe a ee yA ie See © ke = f= 
Cee en pe sree ae te be a re 4 rene eer) Hee ey ae Ty Pe Re A ay ee ae ey a a Ws Ty eee ie A J 

£ Para rae Be) Whe Tre Ceakehe toe Eo MRT aye re ye Cie pe yy em eo ety Lore mewe ee Cal by ered c va oe ee Bo . 

olan betel ad edd Mee oT TL tT Peers Pree Behe Le eS ay ee Oe ae ee oe ee Serre cy Se ner ey Sr ee ee Pe 
ert ae) $4008 Wedel shiek er oe ae ec byl | Pe eee CT eee LF ketene be duped eI Lot P 
et weer ee rt ay ye he ted atom POPC TCM ITE AT ttre eo ee Cl oe ee Perry arr rite we ST ro eth ee Te a A > 
en eee Pe Peo es Oe te et eee Ce nae Ee Cree Put ae Pry | ie va oe ee ae) an) rer f 4 f ee 
Ae reper dah ¢ F.nf 0k oJ eet ati t chet Te te CO Th rip yet ieee tt a oe ray pe ect te seer wy Ty eT a) a te] 8 : 
ar ee ar ar? 



















Ue oe ee a ay ey “ah rives seat yy ye 1d the Ts et Peary f 
ee we ta eee ee hide Ee hee Pe Be Ce S Faehert ted yoo ney faees ey At re , 








ere 2 ne reds ded ook wr Pr | tes 8M. b 
* Se yale yr ede ALY Poe vy. ee ey ah ref ba ra py cH yey Be - rat P ner rit te F 
rd Pe ee ene Sel Me ee ek) ae a 1b 8 of * Sy P ay 4 rd s 4 ero 
Pere ry. a Ree Oe ee Py kd bit Lh Seb he a et Ea Md 





PTV rfa) 


Pr nt 
PIP ee eT et is CA 


eta Ladera | 





Eo. hoe PST de ry) 


re a Pt ae ee er iy) bade Lae wes 


OFF pte Bian chap r: 





rth ar UR an LY eae er yee ay eee Ae ore a) Lee et) a eA Oe A 
Cy Le a + ne Cue Le fe rege ere) eqn io Sa ee teged plo 2 a » # er eit A ier - 
are ey aay 7 Oe ay | mR oe ou i aedit] adhd atrer at Hey ton boa rey 






ae S <Ar0 0b wet es on LAA PA Wade npg cb Soe ‘Aef 


ae Gs " rf : 
ped ahs es Pree mos > Pat vad Pores ey (A remap 


7 res nt ci fp Po gl me 
arene ty et Ue ines t 


r| cv oe eee el 

































































































































ae eee eee ee ae ree | ee ee ed dab, Port ahs 
i ded ele ee ee eed nei Reece 0° ela ts fetes a B he ey P 
Ct al eee | Ga >) See Pt re oe ray ay oe ee TN bs Hit 
Lk led Nata tees A rad bel Sr Pere tit tate bt Ackelalit on 
lat Ca Ya ate 1 eno | ry Caper a ee tS 
ex Priors Te eed: Pk tee Y pyeereet re vay Pe 
Dodbe pe 7 reer pyr Posted. Eat ee es ora #588 O00 ed abut 
Cee edel on ee tee ne 2 SA yw Se ee eee ee Fe BRD ee . . q 
elelebeded etait tad tals Lod Path cod Pees re oy ch Pay ae a, :" Ce ot eet 8 ar oe ee oe rT rn a 
a ee tlhe bla e od ny Pot A o8 Brot op rr) yey e aS Petre r ry ets i i ee ee TT. ee oe tl So Fonts FI ’ i ° ua) rf 4 rd 
ee had CO ad) ee oem Cae he mn prt Se Pt ee ie of pales ovens P Oye aed Br Sr ee ee 7 ree) 
eld ase ae] ee eae ny fe Py 7 Tare | Tepe hee ry teehee eee Pa ee ‘ rae | 
Cy we ee ee ar hi ret raat veers ts) Pes er ree ere P Pe ey a ee ee Ps keer re er 
i dood AL ea eee) DUE i ete y tee Rear ie eC Ree baa Fone wel J tPF olFhs § foteh abot g pails 
rrr oe Preeti a bay vet ES d etd fpdet Heb bp roles FG Us od sh be re SUES Ye Ee rt 4 Mi Ce Se eee eee) ae pin Tet 
Ft ett Renee, teen eed a PRR a Ly ayy Pa oS Ore otter iy! 08 fu pae ee ere ee Tee ow hoe te ee Te Pe 5 A 
bd ate mld ode ; ue WA ¥ rr bet Pb ae od abo h ok 9 3008. Ce ed ey eo ee ee | fe y ee | Ph 
Se Bea ea ty Peregrine be Prey She yn baer re 2. 2 RoR en ae On fee 3 
CR es lanes ats rt ieee er 1, Petty Fike er i ae eee rer yi) ioe ee a ‘s 
ion tod EPL oe ho ea easy Ket eat Pane! HG bade ah igb2 Wer Pad» Ce ene ee ey er eer - eee ro rT 
Lee a LL we P ee eT Ys Ceri ete ae (eo ee tie rt ee ee Perrys sader 4 SU me oe, Sa ee) ve oe P 
Fo ted beat A dled cd thas AP Pek ashe re tee be) te a hb tii ee, wey ee te i ee wr ao : reo 
aioe ohadd lee Sear Reet sted ey vase 2 LA aN de Ps POR Tee yr te eee » fad Pee ’ i 
tahun td id id Lead hack Ruka on eee Cee ee ee ae ee ed ~ ‘ 
op mee oo Lae eur etd? ite) he rf or or ee) Pe Pedod add teem rhea fe ' 
Pe oe ee ae is er Barre hy ts ee ee oY ee Penn) F a ' 
Vise Lecue Sd ee eee et yt ee Le ee Peer se ee ee eT ee aibas r 
See ay St Sahl ete eae PaeagT , Pe } . nae 
dah tad Pee ST oe ae es rita Ae ary F. 
ce ed cle Pe oe ey Alt. OF 




















































Ceres eidee cits tatoo) meakece.s Ow hes rr ee 
ee ‘a Sie segedse & YY fe -” << rt) 
Leg Pun] aed ee Lord fd ies A as » 
ae ae) “p12 6 Pre Fe o 
Orbs time bees ringers a é ts 
Pet maker weebor Ot ae ee y me 4 
whew’ s be Pia ee ’ Teo stored = 
CU ee Peg et ee Cad a mA eof e*'  eu es 
E ee De ee LU Pig 8 gow 
rt) f 2 Pee ye at ee ee | ad Pr A ' eu BaF 
Faria Fak Foe Pee ahd gee Sat Bhgay timed ohe o” (fea 
ot eat od 3 PST PET Dar toner tae fer ee a Wi Ys Deemed S 
yes ee et Pee ae Te Ot yea) Poe ee eS eee Bh Cabee ir a i) ad 
of die A oote ta aed Ses xs, Petr Se od 2 eee ee ee ed 
az 2 ra rE te heey “4 Po ee Pe her ee a eed ‘ey def gneen ue itd a e 
g ee eee ag fi FDS Pg pre ENE ate Pw 


aa ae ee | 
er a ee 





te * 3 Pr Me 
inns Cree) had 
“SY 






Ae ee eoyrre” 9 cet 
alter eta hs S. Sqgte 4 8 ws 

















x on 
Ley oe Ci rn 
Corre Cd 








Le od tf 
eee a at ee Per 
i fee ed Pile ake | ng 


era a 





aol Orta Py 
pi mata Lyte r) Po. 6 On) 8) O ue 


YLT Beas 


Ca raed Se) 
KS Ly at ie 9 





pis ves 


A ae 


- 


der, 


=. 
oh 


a a Ws 


RPP Se ae" 
He Ti Pv) 
Coat St 


. 
ate ded 


, 
he 


J 
i se a 


3 Ms 
ae hah 





ee 


¥ 





4 
M4 


3 J 
iM 









“ 
Poe Rb 


at Three 


I 


et 
S 





ow 













ye ny Hy -sig# 
Bt: oH ent Td ath 
ahs a ss a wey 

x ag an 1k 


na at trey 4eik “Oy 


i 


ks 



















































3 ee hh 
a Ae i 
bY es) a 
Witte, Bite ete a bY 
Sin Ba Septet he ere STP ers cs 
renee ort ti ERE $e Ae he otis a 
Tid age reste ae 
4a = f (oe a 
be Peet Vi tod 
i Nits. Ty ey ete =) RS OE aie 
«0 Wil or EL re * " a che} ry Seg Ow Pie Ti 
pedro 4 He A Tc Sa ea ETB ek ates 5 as ae a a resets 
hose +4 ee PO de 0 Pa Ah porn te ro Ty nen pete yh 





a Pathe? tat Le ST Ben a hod 
i 9 eer? eat 

Tu Shh Deby bots ote gs Nie Se ele 
Sb ete te te he Pte ted pal gen Banfi Ip Ari ; 


eat he ua Ll aoe oF he Peres 
at ate Poets 
a et Mb ew 


oa 
us 





















ws 
a) 
Pa 
rs 





















































































be a ala : 

haha ot plat alti wtaek 4 “ppt gs . p he: ie Sk Da tek Olt et Rete tao 
eft vie Sata tat ae ay eo plat so Sela hg Gale Py anette Ie 
eer . yr 4 |e ew ee i oy err ytd iy er Paes Le 

he hes Lilie hes to adr teak) a Tree ava ; Pet. ee Pe 
onda eed fee Fe 4 etek es oS VFR ROG: teres Fy ar Or tit oe tek oe 
To4,) wv edeha tp Sorselepy Se high PN ited re Fy Putte a! ef: EAL ty 

puoi g lh Dior t kteh et er er k ir Nctr eth tires ; BEL reba.) Me ee Pars 

beth Lost, 2 be das LEC Lto 2VUR PP Se ae at heiel ala abet bh bik Wea hae neha: : 
elh-Mh> Th dave M4 Sd Mie tot La ba Oy oath to TA he Be oe oe ee tes rises wr Jer Leb vie hed 
wy Cig Loe] ten Lod to Bh at Bet) a ne a Seats! rs Mt te a ited bees S dlbedas de, se sea 
Se Nie ery Pay MR lilibe mre hot See tts ate 

hed pt dba ad a Sich Re teda tated at SUT date Thre: Up te Phar aha Wye - 7 

pI dn Bh Ld bh ta Bu et ti) i ae Leet Ma Lak ee Cet men Be te) Perth a | Po LIT et bled a P 
+. h.kae Cae. wath) sig ls de m ratchet tae ear Tete ea sf rb Te Sy Le | ‘ Mae | cr) i$ ai, al 
waht Ths ey ce Neate Siem it ate ete t stan ~r yee , 
bray eR Ck ata tats wr oo ORR ie eA Semw vere ae 

44 Thus rer pee a he bak Booey RLY, Tt bd ie el PT ah 

he by guild tptatet dt a CM Lodunad ela De ib bab SG ite aw) 
Ml Vietet ol tI e | giettru in Wieser gee fay hi date oh 

ght tha) te tate he my fy da He Ley Ot Pare Stitt PTs Thane rq 
adh thal hed hae a 1 LA yi Maki Sti To 

bbet dead 1 Sd Sedeel Tahal ke ta hohe} atts ok ee he at A ka) a tg 

tbat ti het ha tte S % aN AA hb oy ee Te 0H ' esy Sry ty . 
aio). 4 Se A AETE re py a a pF 
fy eh db A hn kl Pe ie a Od Fake Sa Sty 


Ltbh4cns 2. ett els yey 
teed te ae BS La 
, bP ed (ptt 4 hen bak Mh Lh B55) UN 

. setini tated Bat hh kee eT 


EY Ok 3. Retina] baa tats 

276% 78 Uy Ee he Mey 

a ka tte ds hele te Ja) 
ead hae * we 








Lh APL b be | 














ee Seah a ai ks INeGere pas oe the yr ar E Fey reie's | bh ae sete Di 

et UL oh ahd Ba ta dn oF re artis : Pa atriginhd spoil + i «be 
Adelaide, 1 dl oe tn sry phe " nya: Phen ih) Vly ted fey cee Steal 
ie eR ar a a ate hery. tae hh ok cree ey arate eg. ial a ae eats 





Hels Thad ede ed deh hen AD Peewrat 


a yoy a) A ts ee Gh oe Py 
- gic to dete) a yy riety: eye pater ie See art cat ery! hae 


Ohare pal 40 Lie slat has See Barely wrested es EE ba Pn hy 













het ch 21 ad he dk 2 dd yd. a, oe ea) Ree ha ts deryrei a iy g em m8 ety THAN 

ba pe bes eA eRe CE ELy, Aas. adie pA daar ke Sr actal ba lis We en BCD, ol he} alk eae . 

7) Fh Create Coe bbe tnd 4s cin a % nk io Facet i Debi sh Me Td Sa hie hie , 
A be dh eli Che he SO ag creer torbsase tere a op Nee oe oy “hy edd Azeeh: Yar eh ad oh Oe 
eh a io ae ips Si wre herys hye" MP td be Ph IL y SULLA ss Lo bite ga bth bl Wht be Sth de cen erat se) fate) ays 


vk cere $m Tt CAS DH yt Bd a Be ca ND TE ae i oa by yb ewes 





























































he Midian WORTALIN La tbe he CAMP LARD ta oe Bate te te Sa Bes wah Sa dl ts de OS ¥ bs ty Eh Da 8s ‘wt 
PAeUe ou Meth ere eye a tergme late ark My eras eEeery Ae? rts Pt as ee a aS a sete ptt a 
Ory a art ie fal wear a ar hee, tiki ae ROLY) a ae ~ wy Ke Sa i Af Ta eh Al Wits © 
W'ElurtRAWe» ae repre a Pi lt boy ake Ade rh aa we ron LA hh Webel Mit Rasa 
ahd hike he Da Bidaad x Spake RAL Fate La neh eek pee a yf ime i 10m 
(yu ato Peat attain tek ite Joti ta esd repr ye cerns Bx rn ry a ae 
hash. Le, he he the Ded tl “wien oy Rada? Io ale Spe ds ween S189 e Pts re «ms $4, hs Fu Pek A ral Toa r rw 
hatte ee de Mrs Ths te kat oe aL) RV Pie 7 ioe oe Net ae 7 ad) A i ete te “ oh Poe ‘ 
sini aL hi Se RORY Kei vast pap Pi eR Rae Pe hh Th ne leet ay Be banat Ne be areas 1G Erbe %. Te 
SOP Wie 0 RIO POS Sat ETH EPT ea Beene itn A ee ATO ol ra ta Te Neue al re ae aye pam b ORM . 
i PN bet bole Se Re Pe th eect eR ke eh Pi TL Ad taste ae Dd le PR Ack! Seba =“) 5 Y ’ Pe 
Reh A, Bra e'e Wy omove s te te Ad KA plier ee ea @, tine + we oa ‘i e 
bain. S td fmelenthedd 3 The eh WD IOMOPE ETE TP pele SE we ip HOY vumeele erere: an Ay AT: ) s 
VA BO VMrary hE OTe La Ja dae he A le Ph als oh ek td po ee ee ne O'R whyhyr oe AP ery an eT : 
te WAL HG OFh@ seewte “erocwirgte, ry CTetiteh mh tet es aggt oy MY . " i as é 
hak se he ad ce Leth kh ee Ra Nae ao hee ee te I ae! 
htadade Take kta te he oak * rated) te dae tn | lane Nolasl he bette Rated! itl yi ae ei ie 7h’ on . 
Adah dite hte hie ahem Ah yh > aterarerque a eae Ae ieee APN +f geese ote ek act bet 
OT, Re ee te oe dD * hs epee i eh ta Bad oo | de ton Wee CATR fi horses ¢ 
nity Mite Ai th eh i UL Bilis Dh ea Lh OT he ‘tort ty ey ays ap by ov werergia | ‘a by a Fe. bp Ba Te is a 
inl adh tat tte te ue RTO Soar Sort tts Pee ee tees Te CAN We oly YE IE “ee : o ‘ 
5 Ub dud te fn dh Den ts Rak Me 1 i Abth ae tea Al De ‘de Wh ha on he VC TEE Bese Cee Pe merry Ea A wy ied a 3 ay OR re ve a | 
ina ti i Lay Sah, heat Pad I Setrasems 2KF eT ok dt tee Pt Aue h ; de ofa holy de de Be be | ie ea a ‘ae 
Pay Vs > day RA be A de te Cmvece € as Pah Sete oe a Ad heew oS. 11 RPh, tre vues nett te sera | Cae . 
Gs Us “te a ke ok are Pa Wek Seed Ba) a Tw éty id De Beal, Tit Bin i Dae, A A Adak A fi Ete Oi SOM ak i Va a 
dune rete -ovurenr ie aaa EY SE CUTE. Tire rree~w « My aL Eh iy Mi Dat a a 
Pehabedatle te ate Mes Sony SMe tate hee tanta ia hs re ah caste 61 URA ee) a t y 
fart kee Ae em th Lh diet ie ahd Aleit De od Vey ws .. ev MN CEN ee Bre wre Oye ro A fee a F 
tates tin rh, dt Ad La 41 MA de Tine Ad dl ts ai ] i Be i P > \ i Bes 
ee ee Be bap Milage s A J ba th Ziadie ta a) Pa Na Ae ha tat @+t ae | 4 
~ Reda bil lh SA RD la Be td Arete oh ea 1h wes: F U 
oa oat Taal Sala bette ht Come i PA RA fT a Ph i Ly i F 
3 by wt Stan ee F tt9 he hinad ? 1 Gl 
7h dS & iat | EB ry s 

































ro 

































































- 


a J 
a ® 
oF sf 
4 0 
' ‘ 
| 
rs ‘ 
. 
e 
P A 
, F 
Ca ® 
a 
‘ 
n 
. 
ar ee} 
N F] 
? Ch re 
* a ar fs 6 
' * 
1‘ * , 
" 4 
ies et a Cy 
od 
ra 
Ce L 
A 
* o 
oO 
, * 
" r 
FY ai 
Fy 5 
« 
P rs rd 
AY 
ea Ge 
n 
a C . ' a] 
na bs 
.« 6 
® r 
O 
Aer rn Fi “ « 
A Sy 
8 oy 3 " 
| a 
, F) 
Bi ° 
0 
U 
r OD 
“a . s] ’ 
1 5 
he 
2 
«r er 
rh 
' 
5 “ D 
« 
ars a ny 
mY 
> se 
PI 
‘ 8 : 
’ 
ca bd 
A a] 
be oar) 
p 
0 
O b 
. 
® 
Pha hd 
r 
« 
\ Fo 
Rn Sa Vo, 
th 
ae 
"y . 
i] 
« 
® 
Or 
) Fa 
« 
. 
a « 
] « 
, ‘ A 
* 
« « td 
i 
@ 
« 
‘ 
’ 
a 
ee . bad) 
5 e 
° 
% « = 
bd t 
« ar] 
‘ 
a 
n 
Fy * 
- » 
eS 
r 
e ® 
F 
YY 
” 
° 
A ’ 
8 
i] | 


